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PROCEEDINGS OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



TUESDAY, 14th APRIL, 1953 

Present: 

HUBERT HULL, Esq., C.B.E, (, President ) 
A. E. SEWELL, Esq. 

J. C. POOLE, Esq., C.B.E., M.C. 



Mr. HAROLD I. WILLIS, Q.C., Mr. E. S. FAY, and 
Mr. KENNETH POTTER (instructed by Mr. M. H. B. 
Gilmour, Chief Legal Adviser to the British Transport 
Commission) appeared on behalf of the British Transport 
Commission. 

Mr. H. V. LLOYD-JONES, Q.C., Mr. LEON 
MacLAREN, and Mr. GEORGE MERCER (instructed 
by Mr. J. G. Barr) appeared on behalf of the London 
County Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY LAWRENCE, Q.C., Mr. J. RAMSAY 
WILLIS and Mr. CHRISTOPHER HODSON and Mr. 
W. J. GLOVER (instructed by Sir Clifford Radcliffe, 
C.B.E., Solicitor and Clerk to the Middlesex County 
Council) appeared on behalf of the following County 
Councils: Middlesex, Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, East 
Sussex, Essex, Hertfordshire, Kent and Surrey. 

Sir SHIRLEY WORTHINGTON-EVANS (instructed 
by Mr. Desmond Heap, Comptroller and City Solicitor) 
appeared on behalf of the Corporation of London. 

Mr. J. RAMSAY WILLIS and Mr. W. J. GLOVER 
(instructed by Mr. W. O. Dodd, Deputy Town Clerk) 
appeared on behalf of Brighton Corporation. 

Mr. LEON .MacLAREN (instructed by Messrs. Blatoh- 
fords) appeared on behalf of the London Printing and 
Kindred Trades Federation. 

Mr. G. R. ROUGIER (instructed by Mr. Archibald 
Glen, Town Clerk) appeared on behalf of Southend-on-Sea 
Corporation. 

Mr. G. R. ROUGIER appeared on behalf of County 
Borough of Southend-on-Sea Railway Travellers’ Associa- 
tion. 

Mr. D. J. TURNER-SAMUELS (instructed by Mr. 
W. H. Thompson) appeared on behalf of London Trades 
Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON (instructed by Mr. R. H. 
Buckley, Town Clerk) appeared on behalf of East Ham 
County Borough Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON (instructed by Mr. G. E. 
Smith, Town Clerk) appeared on behalf of West Ham 
County Borough Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON (instructed by Mr. G. E. 
Smith, Town Clerk) appeared on behalf of South-West 
Essex Traffic Advisory Committee. 



Mr. C. OSMOND TURNER (instructed by Messrs. 
Carpenter, Wilson & Smith) appeared on behalf of London 
Passengers’ Association. 

Mr. GERALD W. REYNOLDS represented London 
Federation of Trades Councils. 

Miss DOROTHY D. FORSTER represented the Wal- 
thamstow Trades Council. 

Mr. J. W. SYKES represented Edmonton Trades 
Council. 

Mr. F. A. RULER represented the Federation of Resi- 
dents’ Associations in the County of Kent. 

Mr. H. S. VIAN-SMITH represented The Association of 
British Chambers of Commerce. 

Miss H. C. HART represented The National Association 
of Women Civil Servants. 

Mr. N. J. LEWISOHN represented Whyteleafe & Kenley 
Residents’ Association. 

Mr. C. M. HAMILTON represented The Accountant- 
General’s Department, Civil Service Clerical Association 
(Bickley Branch). 

Mr. HYMAN FRANKEL represented The National 
Union of Bank Employees. 

Mr. J. F. PLEYDELL represented Pitsea, Vange & Dis- 
trict Resident Ratepayers’ Association. 

Mr. STANLEY MAYNE represented the Institution of 
Professional Civil Servants. 

Mr. D. KELLY represented the South Essex Branch of 
the Communist Party. 

Mr. J. E. MORRISH represented the Post Office 
Engineering Union. 

Mr. J. REID represented the London North and London 
South District Committees of the Amalgamated Engineer- 
ing Union. 

Mr. ALEXANDER HALLIDAY represented the North 
London District of the Amalgamated Union of Operative 
Bakers, Confectioners and Allied Workers. 

Mr. D. J. D. WELLUM represented the Benfleet & 
District Railway Travellers’ Association. 

Mr. S. M. NEUFBLD represented the Students’ Council, 
the Polytechnic, Regent Street. 

Mr. J. MOSS represented the National Union of 
Furniture Trades. 



(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence ): Before my learned friend 
resumes his cross-examination of Mr. Hill, may I say 
that he has, during the Adjournment, prepared the table 
which I think you asked for, in the form of a statement 
showing for 1951 the allocation of Interest and Central 
Charges on the basis of mean book values of Fixed Assets 
for the whole of the Commission. I have handed a copy 
to my learned friends. It is headed CC/H. 122, and 
if it is convenient to you I would formally hand it in 
now. 

(Mr. J. Reid) : Could I have permission to ask a 
question? 

(President) : Whom do you represent? 

(Mr. J. Reid) : The Amalgamated Engineering Union. I 
hope to be called shortly. I am going on holiday next 
Friday. If I could be called on or before Friday I 
should be extremely grateful. 



(President) : I cannot look forward as far as Friday. 
We are dependent upon the objectors. And your turn 
is a little bit low down the list. But, Mr. Reid, are 
you going to call any witness? 

(Mr. J. Reid) : No. 

(President)'. You could avoid any anxiety about when 
you will be heard if you would put what you wanted 
to say in writing and hand it in. 

(Mr. J. Reid)-. Yes, but at the same time I would like 
to make a verbal statement. 

(President) : Then I think you will have to wait your 
turn. I cannot tell how long the present objector’s case 
is likely to be. We are in the hands of the objectors. 
We will do our best. 
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Mr. Stanley William Hill recalled. 
Cross-examination by Mr. Harold Willis continued. 



5737. [Mr. Poole)-. Before you start, Mr. Willis, there 
are two corrections I would like to make in the two 
questions I asked Mr. Hill. The first one is on the 15th 
day, page 310, question 5180. Have you sot that, Mr. 
Hill?— Yes. 

5738. It reads “ there is a figure of £25m. odd which is 
the unspent part of the provision against your standard. 
Is that not so? ” Mr. Hill replied, according to the 
transcript, “ No.” I think he replied “ Yes ”. — 1 feel 
sure I must have replied “ Yes ”. 

5739. There could be no argument about it? — No. 

5740. Well then, that should be “ Yes ”. The other 
one is on the next day, page 316, question 5211. This 
reads at present, “ If it fails to spend all that it is 
debited with, the difference is credited in turn to the 
abnormal maintenance account ” — which is not, in a sense, 
true. But if you look back to 5209, I asked, “Is -this 
not the position, that London, like the rest, is charged 
with a standard maintenance charge”. Question 5211 
should have read, “ If it fails to spend all that, the standard 
maintenance charge, it is debited with the difference, which 
is credited in turn to the abnormal maintenance account ”. 
I think you will agree that it correct? — Yes. 

5741. There is just one further minor mis-print in 
question 5215, “You mean the amount drawn for the 
abnormal maintenance account”. That should be “ drawn 
from ”. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I am much obliged, Sir. 

5742. (Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence ): May I just interpose 
a matter -which has been drawn to my attention by my 
learned friend, Mr. Fay? On the table I have just 
handed in — it may be a clerical error — if you will allow 
me, with Mr. Hill’s assistance perhaps we could get it 
right. Under the column headed “ Activity ”, the third 
item down is Road Passenger Services. It is suggested 
to -me that the -word “ Road ” should be deleted. Is that 
so? — Yes, I am sorry about that. 

5743. (Mr. Harold Willis ): It is the same figure as 
appears on your 112A? — Yes. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : I am sorry that was 

undetected. 

5744. (Mr. Harold Willis ): Now, Mr. Hill, -when we 
adjourned on -the 16th day, I had been asking you some 
rather broad questions for the purpose of seeing, without 
getting into too much detail, how the matter stood on 
that basis, and I do not -want to go over it again, but 
if I can just summarise the matter in this -way, you 
agreed, did you not, that for the estimates which the 
British Transport Commission have put forward for the 
London Transport side of the matter, even in respect 
of these services there is a need for additional revenue 
of a substantial amount? — Yes, I would agree to that. 

5745. There -are, of course, certain matters on which 
you challenge these figures. Could I just summarise the 
matter in -this way? You have a criticism o-f the receipts 
in “Y” year which comes to the figure of £0.8-m.?— Yes. 

5746. And then you have certain other criticisms which 
involve, as I suggested to you, the re-opening of matters 
which were considered on the last occasion— .matters such 
as the amount of Central Charges, the question of some 
corrections in the maintenance charge and things of that 
kind?— Yes. They were all touched upon on the last 
occasion. 

5747. I propose, first of all, Mr. Hill, to ask you a few 
questions iix.regard to this £0.8m., which arises on your 
Table 121.— Yes. 

5748. Let me see if I understand -the matter correctly. 

( President ): This is at the end of the 15th day, is it? 

(Mr. Harold Willis)-. It is page 313. If we look at 121, 
the .table raises in effect two quite distinct matters. There 
is -first of all matters which arise in lines 1 to 8, which 
deal with the question as to what -part of 1952 had to 
be taken in making an estimate for “ Y ” year? — Yes. 

5749. Then, in -the balance of the table, -there are cer- 
tain other figures set out, with the object of showing, 
having taken what you consider to be the appropriate 



1952 figures, you have to make an addition which you 
say we have not made for a particular faetor? ; — To pro- 
ject 1952 figures into a reasonable estimate for “ Y " 
year. 

5750. I propose to deal with the second aspect of the 
matter first, Mr. Hill, and -that is the part of the table 
headed “ Adjustment for extent of development, etc.” — 
Yes. 

5751. Let me see if I followed it correctly. This is 
dealing only with the allowance to be made in “ Y ” 
year for development? — Yes. Development in a very 
broad sense in the -way in which I think you have used 
it, yes. 

5752. The phrase “ augmentation and development ” has 
been used frequently through this inquiry, and it is in 
respect of that element, is it not, that these figures are 
put forward? — Yes. 

5753. Now let me just understand how you put it. Is 
this the way your argument runs? That in “Y” year 
the Commission are saying there will be from augmen- 
tation and development £0.8m. additional receipts as com- 
pared with the position in “XA” year? — Yes. 

5754. Are you then saying that Mr. Valentine gave 
evidence that in “ XA ” year itself there was £0.28m. addi- 
tional receipts estimated -which did not in fact materialise 
in 1952? — Yes. The original estimates for “XA” year 
contain a figure greater than the development which did 
materialise to the extent of £0.28-m. 

5755. Do you deduce from that, in your line 12, that 
“ Y ” y ea r estimates should contain an additional 

£1.08m. for development, as compared with 1952?— 
Yes. 

5756. And that, therefore, you are justified in adding 
to the figure you have got in line 9 this figure that you have 
in fine 12? — Yes. 

5757. Having clarified your approach, let me ask you 
this? The basis for ascertaining how much will be got 
trom augmentation and development arises by calculation 
of me additional mileage you propose to put on for that 
aspect of the matter? — I am not quite certain, but I 
presume it would. 

5758. That must be so, must it not?— I think so ; addi- 
tional-mileage and, of course, another feature, too^a more 
intensified use of the buses already -put on. 

5759. No, Mi. Hill, if that is your view, that indicates 
at the very outset a fundamental misconception of what 
augmentation and development consists of. It does not 
mean more use of existing services but new services put 
on, new buses -put on.— But surely, Mr. Willis, if in 1952 
a bus was put on to some new housing estate in the course 
of development, for part of 1952 that service was being 
partly used by 1,000 people -on the Estate. If, in the next 
year, -there are 2,000 people on that estate— and this is 
happening -all over the place — that increment must be 
development. 



5760. No-, that is where you have completely failed to 
appreciate the true position, if I may say so. That is traffic 
expansion. Expansion or development. 

5761. You have proceeded then on the basis that the 
figures given for augmentation and development are the 
same -as traffic expansion?— Expansion and development I 
mean it to be. 



D ,' bz - lhat is a completely fallacious view of the whole 
matter, Mr. -Hill, if I may say -so. — I cannot accept that. 

5763. The figures have been put forward in -this inquiry 
have they not, of mileages attributable to augmentation 
and development?— Yes. 



5764. Let us just see -what these mileage figures that have 
been given in evidence are. Perhaps you would be good 
enough to let me read a few figures. These figures that I 
am going to ask you to follow— if you would be good 
enough— are figures relating -exclusively to differences in 
mileage attributable to augmentation and development on 
road services. — Yes. 

5765. Now figures were given by Mr. James to cover 
first of all these two matters. He said that “ XA ” year 
was -higher t-han 1950 by 12.8m. miles, did he not?— Yes 
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5766. In respect of this augmentation and development? 
—Yes. 

5767. “Y” year is higher than 1950 in this regard by 
13.9m. miles? — Yes. 

5768. And if you want the references to these two 
figures, they are in question 2005 on the 8th day. — Yes. 

5769. And the figures were confirmed by Mr. Valentine 
in question 2507 on the 10th day. — Yes. 

5770. It follows from that, does it not, that “ Y ” year 
in this respect is higher than “ XA ” year by 1.1m. miles? 
— Agreed, yes. 

5771. That is the difference between 13.9m. and 12.8m.? 
— Quite right. 

5772. I do not know whether you followed the figures 
given toy Mr. Valentine to deal with the fourth figure I 
am going to put to you, the extent to which “ Y ” year 
is higher than 1952? — Yes. 

5773. These figures were given by Mr. Valentine speci- 
fically, and the reference again is question 2112 on the 8th 
day, and the figures he gave for these augmentation and 
development mileages were, for central road services 1.2m.; 
for country buses 1.9m., and for coaches 1.7m.? — Yes. 

5774. Do they add together to 4.8m. miles? — They do, 
yes. 

5775. And can we from these figures put this further 
figure, that 1952 was lower than “ X ” year by 3.7m. miles? 
— No, I do not follow you. 

5776. That is the difference between 3 and 4. — You may 
be right, tout 1.1m. is just the difference between two figures 
that are related to the base of 1950. The figures you have 
just given me, from question 2112, are the estimate for 
“ Y ” year being in excess of 1952. I do not see that for 
the moment. 

5777. if “ Y ” year is in excess of 1952 by 4.8m. miles, 
and if we get the previous year, “ X ” year, higher than 
“ XA ” toy 1.1m., does it not follow that 1952 was lower 
than “ X ” or “ XA ” year toy 3.7m. miles? — Yes. 

5778. Perhaps you would look at your document 
CC/H. 121 — first of all your line 11, that is the £0.280? 
—Yes. 

5779. The £0.280, which was given toy Mr. Valentine 
in his evidence, represented the quantum of the develop- 
ment which was anticipated to take place in “ XA ” year, 
but which did not in fact take place in 1952? — Yes. 

5780. And he gave a figure of £0.280? — Yes. 

5781. I do not know whether you have considered 
how that £0.280 was arrived at? — Is. 6d. a mile, is it not? 

5782. Yes, applied to the figure of 3.7m. miles which 
we have just had? — Yes, I follow that. 

5783. Now, if you would look at your figure in line 12, 
that is the excess of “Y” year over 1952? — Yes. 

5784. Which you say is a figure of additional receipts 
of £1. 080m.?— Yes. 

5785. Now that figure represents what amount of excess 
mileage in “ Y ” year over the 1952 mileage? — I do not 
know. 

5786. Have you not made any calculation of that? — 
No. I have not needed to, because it is just an addition 
of two of your own figures, i could give it, of course. 
If we take it all at Is. 6d., it would toe about 7m. miles 
odd. 

5787. Something over 12? — I do not think so ... oh 
yes, you are quite right. 

5788. We have just agreed that “Y” year in respect 
of augmentation and development mileage is not 12m. 
extra miles over 1952, tout 4.8m. miles over 1952? — Yes, 
on those figures. 

5789. So on the figures which you agreed when I put 
them to you, if you apply Is. 6d. a mile to 4.8m., what 
figure to you get — would it be something of the order of 
£360,000? — Yes, it would. 

5790. So the figure in line 12 is not £1.080m. but 
£360,000, if we are dealing with augmentation and 
development? — If we are dealing exclusively with that. 

5791. Which is what you said in your first answer you 
were dealing with? — And expansion. That is abundantly 
clear, without going through those figure you have given 
me at all — if I may say so, it seems to be rather a long 
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way round. The £0.8 is a figure which you have already 
given and is set out in your own B.T.C. It might exclude 
expansion and development — no doubt it does. 

5792. What you have set out to do, as I understand 
it, in your document here — and that is why I put the 
first question to you — is to show that the allowance for 
augmentation and development was too slow by just over 
£lm.? — No, I have not sought to show that the allow- 
ance for any particular thing was too low, but that 
the result in total was too low. 

5793. Because of the augmentation and development 
factor? — No, I have not sought to show that. 

5794. You have sought to produce in line 12 a total 
figure ? — Precisely. 

5795. And you have added two things together to 
produce that? — I have added many things together. 

5796. You have added together lines 10 and 11, surely? 
— Amongst other things, yes. 

5797. What other things have you added in? — Only 

that figure, yes, tout to make line 13 

5798. I am only dealing with one thing at a time. To 
get line 12 you have added lines 10 and 11. Now you 
are adding together two things that are entirely different? 
—That is the total allowance, as toy your own statement 
of development and expansion. 

5799. ( President ): These lines 10 and 11 are headed 
“Adjustment for extent of development, etc.”? — Yes. 

5800. {Mr. Harold Willis ) : It was just because you put 
in that “ etc.” that I asked you the first question, whether 
this is dealing with development. Because that is what 
you said to my learned friend on the 15th day, question 
5049, “ And then you deal with the Adjustment for extent 
of development ”. — Development, yes, but not with that 
very restricted sense you have given this morning. It 
meant development and expansion. The difference between 
the two conditions in the two years. If I tell you where 
the figure comes from, you will see that it must do. 

5801. You are saying that line 10 merely deals with 
increased traffic receipts from whatever source they may 
come? — Precisely, over and above 1952, and it obviously 
includes the more intensified use of the services already 
put there. 

5802. But what you have added to that in line 11 is 
something which is quite plainly exclusively a figure 
for development, so you have added together two things 
which are quite different. — I have added the figure of 
£0.8m. and the figure of £0.28m., which I agree includes 
only development. Maybe I should have added a little 
bit more for expansion. 

5803. You think, then, that you can add together two 
things which proceed on an entirely different basis and get 
a useful answer? — Yes, if you add A. and B. you get 2A 
plus B. 

5804. But if one thing is a mixture and one thing is 
quite separate, do you think you can add the two things 
together? — Yes, on the analogy I have just given you. 

5805. Let us just go back to £0.8m. for a moment. You 
know perfectly well, from having read B.T.C. 5 how that 
figure is arrived at, do you not? — Yes. 

5806. Let us just turn to the reference in B.T.C. 5, 
paragraph 6 : it shows quite clearly how the estimates are 
worked out. Have you looked at that paragraph? — Yes, 
I have done. 

5807. Can we start about the fifth line, “ The explana- 

tion of this figure of £0.8m. is as follows. The estimated 
“ X ” year traffic receipts of London Transport, at the 
level of fares in operation before the 1952 Scheme came 
into force, were shown as £58. 5m. in Exhibit B.T.C. 201 
at the last hearing. The estimated net yield of the pro- 
posed increases as shown in Exhibit B.T.C. 218A amounted 
to £11.5m. for London Transport services, but this yield 
was subsequently reduced by the Scheme as confirmed to 
£9. 6m., and further reduced by the reductions of fares 
made on 31st August, 1952, to £8. 4m. The estimated “ X ” 
year traffic receipts of London Transport, adjusted to 
include the estimated yield of increased charges at their 
present level, therefore amounted to £66. 9m. (£58.5 plus 
£8.4) and this figure is £0.8m. less than the “Y” year 
estimate of £677m. . — Yes. 

5808. “ at the same level of charges now shown on 
B.T.C. 501. The implied higher level of traffic now 
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assumed in “ Y ” year than in the “ X ” year estimates 
prepared nearly two years ago is mainly accounted for 
by a greater expansion of traffic on country buses and 
coaches than was then foreseen — Precisely. 

5809. Not greater augmentation or development but 
merely a greater expansion of traffic? — Yes, that is right. 

5810. And is it not quite clear that that figure of £0.8m. 
arrived at in this way has been incorporated in Mr. 
Valentine’s estimate for “ Y ” year. He has taken account 
of that in “ Y ” year. This shows that he has. — I am 
not saying that he has not taken account of it. 

5811. You are saying that £0.8m. and £0.280 ought to be 
added, are you not? — No, I am saying that if you bring 
all the points in the picture you get a result which is 
higher than yours by £0.8m. I am not saying the differ- 
ence is that £0.8m. The real difference lies in the basic 
period. The difference may lie in the fact that the Com- 
mission have taken the three months at the end of the 
year — I have taken the year. It is obvious that the £0.8m. 
is in Mr. Valentine’s evidence and must be in my calcula- 
tion, but the two are not the same by any means. 

5812. I quite see that, Mr. Hill, but let us deal with this 
£0.8m., this balancing figure of £0.8m. What I want you 
to explain — if you would be good enough to explain to 
me — is why you say that that must be added to your 
£67. 397m. in line 9. — For this reason, Mr. Willis. The 
£67.397m. is an adjusted figure for 1952. Now on the 
Commission’s statement the development and expansion on 
the country buses and on the coaches in “ Y ” year is put 
at £0.8m. higher than in “ X-A ” year. 

5813. The total level of traffic is put at £0.8m. higher 
by that method of arithmetic? — Yes, but as it says, the 
implied reason for it is that, and that can only have arisen 
from expansion of existing services, then we also have the 
other figure, the £0.280m., so surely that is the amount to 
give effect to. 

5814. You said development of services — do you mean 
development of services or traffic? — Both. I do not 
attribute to the word “ development ” the rather technical 
meaning you have put to me. 

5815. You know, all the way through the phrase has 
been used, augmentation and development. Have you 
heard that? — I have. 

5816. Did you think that meant general traffic expan- 
sion? — Yes, I did rather, and that is how I have used it. 

5817. When Mr. James was giving his mileage figures 
for augmentation and development, what did you think 
it represented? — I did not hear that particular evidence, 
but I read it and I took it in the general sense of develop- 
ment and expansion. 

5818. But how — if you are using the phrase augmenta- 
tion and development as meaning traffic expansion in a 
general sense, how can you have additional mileage for 
that? — That can only relate to development in the sense 
in which you have put it. 

5819. Of course it must. And therefore, if one says 
mileage for augmentation and development is so and so, 
is it not quite plain that within that assumption you msjan 
new mileage put on and not merely greater use of existing 
facilities? — I quite agree — I would accept that. 

5820. If you would just look at line 12 for the moment 
— additional receipts £ 1.080m., have you considered what 
figure of miles that would produce? — No. 

5821. If that is related to the 4.8m. miles we have 
already shown as the augmentation and development 
figure, that means that that additional mileage is producing 
not Is. 6d. a mile but 54d. a mile. — It would if you relate 
it only to new services in the sense you have put it. It 
would be then, of course, but it is not meant to be that. 

5822. Perhaps I have put this point sufficiently to you, 
Mr. Hill. But that was the basis of line 11. Did you 
appreciate that, Mr. Hill — let me ask you quite definitely ; 
did you appreciate that lines 10 and 11 were something 
quite different? — No, 1 thought they both included 
expansion. 

5823. That is what I thought, and now you appreciate 
they relate to two entirely different matters? — I appreciate 
that one includes development and expansion and the 
other includes development. But they can still be added. 
If you add A and B you can get 2A plus B. There might 
still be an unknown B as well. 



5824. I do not think I can usefully say any more about 
that. Now, if we can just look for a moment at the first 
part of the table, assume you are merely making an 
adjustment for development in the true sense — the figure 
in line 12 will be, will it not, 4.8m. at Is. 6d., which is 
£360,000? — Yes, I will accept that. 

5825. Now, if we are approaching this matter to see 
what ought to be added in the true sense for development, 
the figure is £360,000, instead of £1.080m., is it not? — 
Yes. 

5826. And if that is added to the £67m. in your table — 
it should be 3.77, your line 6 is not quite accurate. Your 
line 6 should be not £4. 949m. but £4.969m. That was 
the figure Mr. Valentine gave to that question, was it 
not? — Yes. 

5827. Then your line 9 is £67. 377m.? — Yes. 

5827a. And then if we add the £360,000 to that we 
get a figure very close to Mr. Valentine’s figure? — Yes, 
you would ; and that little exercise, if I may say so, Mr. 
Willis, surely confirms the correctness of my approach 
— not necessarily the correctness of the figure, but the 
correctness of my approach — because you have added to 
your 1952 experience. You have added something for 
development but nothing at all for the further expansion 
of services that are still in existence. It is known that 
in 1952 you have been putting in new services, and it is 
axiomatic that as the housing develops it will bring more 
people on to your services. If you add in only develop- 
ment in the strict sense in which you put it to me, there 
cannot be anything for the other factor. So surely your 
figure must be understated. If I am wrong in thinking 
that a service put in in 1952, probably half-way through 
the year, to a new housing estate in the course of develop- 
ment, and if I am wrong in thinking that does bring in 
more income in “ Y ” year than it did in 1952, then 
my point goes. But I cannot be wrong on that ; I cannot 
believe I can be wrong on that. 

5828. Just going back to the first part of the Table 
for the moment, I do not want to spend very much time 
on this, you have said you ought to take a full year. — 
I think it is better, yes. 

5829. Have you considered whether the best thing would 
be to take the last twelve months available? — I think the 
last twelve months available, yes. 

5830. Up to, for instance, 1st March, 1953? — I have 
not made that exercise, no. 

( President ) : The 8th March, is it not? 

5831. (Mr. Harold Willis)'. The figure I have says 1st 
March, but there may be a later week now available. 
The figures I am going to put to Mr. Hill are up to the 
1st March. Would you just do a little exercise with 
me, Mr. Hill? If you take the 43 weeks from 2nd 
March, 1952, to the 27th December, 1952, were the actual 
London Transport receipts £56.488m.? — It would take 
me a long time to check that back. 

5832. Will you take it from me, Mr. Hill? — Yes. 

5833. And the nine weeks to the 1st March, 1953, 
£10. 974m.? — I think I can check that one, can I not? 
The 1st March? That is not one of the published figures, 
is it? I have a figure to the 22nd February, and the 
next figure is the 22nd March. 

5834. I am told, Mr. Hill, that it is not a published 
figure, but perhaps you would take that figure from me? 
— Yes. 

5835. That gives you, for 52 weeks to the 1st March, 
1953, a figure of £67.472m.? If we add the extra day, 
£0.165m. we get a figure of £67. 627m.? — Yes. 

5836. Is that a figure to which you would pay regard? 

— Yes, but then of course I 

5837. There are some adjustments to be made. — Yes, 
there are. 

5838. You have to make some adjustments to those 
figures because you would have to deduct six months 
of the higher level of fares which prevail from March 
to August. That is one half of the £1.2m., because these 
actual receipts contained from the period March to 
August the additional substandard element, £1.2m. per 
annum, which is not to be found in “ Y ” year. Half 
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that is £0.6m. — Yes, but it would not be half, would it, 
because the seasonal variation comes into it? But it 
would not be very much different. 

5839. Approximately half ; we will take half. Would 
that make the receipts at present fare levels £67. 027m.? 
— I am just wondering if you have to adjust downwards 
or upwards. That is right, yes. 

5840. So ithait 'if Mr. Valentine has taken £67. 7m. he 
has made some allowance, clearly has he not, not only 
for itihe development aspect but for traffic expansion? — 
No, because you ihave not brought into those adjustments 
■the special correction for the December 'situation, neither 
have you had regard Ito what I '.think will prove to be 
a phenomenal fall-off in traffic in the early months of 
this year. It not only obtains in London ; it obtains in 
other places. I have been 'looking 'at the figures in other 
'places where we have had Fares Inquiries. It is generally 
assumed to he due to the bad weather and the high 
percentage of illness. If you It'ake those, it may be £0.2m., 
£0.4m. or £0.6m. ; I do not know 

5841. As I understood it you rejected Mr. Valentine’s 
approach to this matter because you said that he was not 
reasonable in excluding the very buoyant month at the 
beginning of 1952? — No, what I said was that it was not 
reasonable to have regard to tsu’ch a short period as three 
month's, 'and then I pointed out that those particular 
months were bad months, too, or 'two of 'them were bad. 

5842. You know the reason why Mr. Valentine took his 
period was because he thought the early part of 1952 
was unduly 'buoyant? — I do not think there is any evi- 
dence Ifihat it is ; it is compared with 1951, which was 
unduly depressed, a factor that was very much stressed 
>at 'the test Inquiry. “ Unduly buoyant ” can only assume 
there was a 'greater activity for some reason in those 
months than there is likely to be in “ Y ” year. 

5843. And the figure's show there was a buoyancy of 
traffic in the latter part of 1951 and the early part 
of 1952, do they not? — I do not think so, no. 
If you compare them with the year before they 
show that the year before was unduly depressed ; 
and that is one of the factors to which grealt stress was 
laid alt the last Inquiry. The graph fell tremendously in 
those early months of 1951. 

5844. Let me just ask you this, and then I think I can 
pass from 'this aspect of the matter. What do you say 
is the figure that ought to 'be added ito receipts up to 
March, the £67.027m.? — I do nolt know. I do not know 
'because you take me at a disadvantage here ; I have not 
done the exercise up to March. Maybe I could do it 
in the 'luncheon adjournment if it is still going, and 
then express an opinion on it, but you have to take the 
figures month by 'month and carefully consider Itlhem with 
the standard pattern, before you can form the opinion as 
to how much could be added for the abnormally bad 
weather in the last few months, I mean December, Janu- 
ary and February, and any other factor. I Could not 
answer your question immediately. 

5845. Mr. Valentine has, of course, very great experi- 
ence in estimating traffic. — Unrivalled experience. 

5846. And with very great re'apeot to you, a great deal 
more experience than you have? — Good gracious, yes. 

5847. And yet you are seeking to say to the Tribunal, 
as I understand this, that Mr. Valentine’s estimate for 
“Y” year is very substantially too low? — Yes, and I 
think the reason for it is that he has accepted as the base 
of his estimate the months of September, October and 
November of last year, which represent a very short part 
of a year, 'and as to two of the months are known to be 
abnormally 'bad from the weather point of view. We had 
one of the coldest Septembers for years and one of the 
worst Novembers for years. 

5848. If he 'had accepted, or if he 'had taken, a full 
year we have the figure which I put to you of £67.027m. 
— If 'he had taken the full year which embraces this winter 
we have just had without 'any adjustment in the calcula- 
tions you have given me, not even the drop for fog, 
which you had 'admitted, we would get to the figure, and 
I 'would be better guided in forming an opinion in answer 
to the question put to me if you would tell me what 
figure results if Mr. Valentine had made 'his estimate on 
the basis of the experience of the year 1952. 

19133 



5849. Mr. Valentine has already indicated in his 
B.T.C. 5 why he has adopted the particular period he 
has adopted, has he not? You have read it? — Yes, but 
1 remain rather unconvinced 'about it, if I may put it that 
way. 

5850. ( President ): Mr. Hill, when we come to do such 
arithmetic as we find necessary to do on this head of 
your objection, what month will be the reliable month 
for us to take account of? — I think, Sir, that in view 
of all the circumstances the year 1952 as a basis is still 
by far the best basis you can take. 

5851. Better than the first four months of 1953, which 
after all is nearer to “ Y ” year? — Yes, for the reason, 
Sir, of the very bad weather that obtained in December, 
January and February. 

5852. I was not asking about December. I gather 
January is not fair to take. Was it exceptional? All 
Januaries are bad, are they not? — Yes. 

5853. Was February a bad February? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : It was certainly no “ February 
fill-dike ” this year. It was very dry. 

5854. ( President ): That might make people walk, on 
one view! But I have heard that all these months are 
unreliable. There must be some figures that are reliable. 
We shall know, shall we not, before we consider our 
decision, up to the end of 22nd April I imagine. — I should 
imagine so, Sir, yes. 

5855. Which figures do you recommend us to have a 
look at, rather than going back to 1952, which seems to 
be rather a difficult year? — Well, Sir, I think you have 
two alternatives ; one is 1952, the other is to take the 
twelve months up to that April date and then proceed 
to make reasonable adjustments for all the abnormal con- 
ditions in the latter months of the year. In the twelve 
months to April there would be the December fog and 
something for the very cold September, and there would 
be something for the bad January. 

5856. For the exceptionally bad January? — Yes. 

5857. Would there be anything to add for the 
exceptionally dry February? — There may be, yes. 

5858. Then we shall have an interesting series of 
speculations. — That is why I think, with all respect, that 
if one takes 1952 one can avoid those speculations, and 
have a fairly firm base for one’s estimate. 

5859. There is just one thing I know you can clear 
up — you have finished with this point, have you Mr. 
Willis? 

(Mr. Harold Willis)-. Yes. 

5860. ( President ): Will you turn to CC/H. 106 and to 
the 1952 figures. You bring out the total receipt, 
£65. 371m. That is for the total receipts ; that is before 
clearance of the Railway Executive? — That is before 
clearance. 

5861. You have a clearance figure of what? — £9. 05m. 

5862. That would bring the total to £63. 66m. would it 
not? — I make it £6. 366m., yes. That clearance figure is 
only derived from the adjustments in the Monthly 
Statistics. It may be that a more accurate figure would 
be to take the Commission’s known figure for 1952, which 
includes clearance, and it would be the difference between 
that and this £65,371. 

5863. ( President ): Indeed, these figures in B.T.C. 106 
are taken period by period from Transport Statistics? — 
That is right, Sir, and the table in Transport Statistics 
which, deals with it in Classifications is before clearance ; 
that is why I gave it. 

(President): Very well. 

5864. (Mr. Harold Willis) : Now 1 want to pass to a 
rather different matter, again dealing with London Trans- 
port. The questions which are in issue between us, as 1 
understand them, arise first of all in regard to the Central 
Charges? — Yes. 

5865. And secondly in regard to this figure of half a 
million pounds a year, which you say is the overcharge for 
maintenance? — Y es. 

(President) : There is a third point, is there not, Mr. 
Willis? If it is not inconvenient to you, there is a third 
item which [Mr. Hill takes into account as a credit to Lon- 
don Transport, and that is the annual value of what he 
called surplus assets, was it not? 

A 4 
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(Mr. Harold Willis) : I was going to treat that under 
the umbrella of the Central Charges allocation, Sir, be- 
cause there are various factors which arise there. There 
are the special items and this surplus land. 

5866. ( President ) (To the Witness ): There are four dis- 
putable items, making a difference between you of £1.9m.? 
— Yes, Sir. 

5867. (Mr. Harold Willis) : If we look at the Central 
Charges position in general, Mr. Hill, the position is this, 
is it not : We say that Central Charges for iLondon 
Transport ought to have a contribution of £5.5m., whereas 
you say it should be £5.1m. less the £0.2m. for surplus 
lands, giving a difference between us of £0.6m.? I think 
that is right, is it not? — That is correct, yes — in “ Y ” year. 

5868. In “ Y ” year, yes. If I can just deal fairly quickly 
now with the two matters of Special Items and Surplus 
Lands, they each contribute, do they not, £0.1m. to the 
difference between us? — Yes, the rate of surplus land 
appears in Table 120-1 as £0.2m. Whatever treatment you 
give it, the difference between us is £0.1m. 

5869. But the difference between us is £0.1 m. By your 
method you get a benefit for London of £0.1m. as com- 
pared with the treatment we suggest? — Yes, that is quite 
correct. 

5870. So far as the Special Items are concerned, 
although I am not going to debate the matter with you 
at any great length, they are all, of their essence, special 
items — items which are not appropriately chargeable to 
any particular activity? — Yes, but they could have been. 

5871. But the position is surely this, is it not, that if you 
do it in the way which we suggest is right, each activity 
is in fact paying something as an insurance against having 
to pay the whole of the thing itself in the future? — I do 
not .think there is anything in the experience to-day to 
support that view at all. 

5872. You know, do you not, how Sir Reginald Wilson 
puts it in this matter? — Yes. 

5873. He has expressed it at questions 1302 and 1304, if 
I can just recall it ito your attention. I do not think I 
need trouble you, Sir, to turn up the reference. It was 
in cross-examination by my learned friend Mr. Geoffrey 
Lawrence. At question 1303 Sir Reginald Wilson said: 
“ We do not really regard them as specific to anything ; 
we said : ‘ Here was a head of expense which would 
have various kinds of items in it from year to year ; 
it is' a small head of expense ’. The items themselves were 
unexpected and unpredictable, and we said that no great 
damage was going to be done to any of the activities 
if they were asked to pool these expenses which in this 
particular year, applied to London Transport, amounted 
to £100,000 ” and so on. That was the basis, and I under- 
stand you do not accept that? — No, because you would 
actually look at it and find out what these items are. 

5874. ( President ): No — what these items have been. — 
Yes, Sir, what these items have been — and not being able 
to see anything of a similar kind that could apply to 
London Transport. 

5875. You cannot be certain that in “ Y ” year they will 
not be? — No, one cannot be certain, but they can only 
arise on such things as acquiring a business, or something 
like that. 

5876. (Mr. Harold Willis): Have you considered the 
Stock Issue expenses, for instance? — Yes. 

5877. They clearly ought to be included and dealt 
with in the way we suggest?— Yes, I think the Issue 
expenses should be in along with the interest charge, 
really, but there is nothing in relation to the undertaking! 
That is what worries me about this. If you had not been 
in the process of acquiring Road Haulage and passenger 
tiains, nothing of any moment would come under that 
heading at all. At any rate, I cannot think of any at the 
moment. 



5878. But you have just agreed, I think, that the General 
Issue expenses in 1952 will be in the Special Items Account 
Ought they to be included for the purposes of allocation 
to London Transport? I think so, yes. If you bear them 
in one year, I think it is probably a bit hard. I think 
that particular item should be allocated, because they are 
a function capital. 



( President ): In the years up to 1951, Mr. Hill has ii 
fact selected out of the Special Items Account some item 



which he has rejected and some items which he says 
ought to bear the charge. 

5879. (Mr. Harold Willis ): Yes, Sir. (To the Witness'): 
You have selected some items and rejected others, and 
of course in your process of selection in 1952 you would 
allow, as a proper charge against London Transport, their 
share of Issue Expenses? — Yes, because I assume the new 
capital is required partly for them. I understood that. 

5880. Regarding Surplus Lands, again I do not th ink 

I am going to take up much time on that. The argument 
is the same at this Inquiry, is it not, as it was last time? 
—More or less. I gave it a lot more further considera- 
tion, and in considering the various ways, in the end it 
came back to what I thought was the correct way of 
dealing with it. I did not deal with it in, this way last 
time, and there was a considerable amount of discussion 
on this matter, including several questions in cross- 
examination, and in looking at it again I thought perhaps 
that was not quite so accurate as doing it this way. I 
did it this way and it had more or less the same effect. 

5881. (President): Is there a third way? We should be 
prepared for the next Inquiry ! —Yes, Sir. The thir d 
way is one I have not employed — to keep them out 
of this picture altogether so far as the amount to be 
divided is concerned, and regarding them as a sort of 
activity comparable with London Transport, Docks and 
Harbours and so on, to put a certain amount on capital 
charges to the first, and allocate the rest. I think that 
was Sir Reginald’s way. 

5882. (Mr. Harold Willis) : If in fact the method you 
have adopted would have shown a detriment to London 
Transport of £0.1m. instead of an advantage, would you 
still have adopted that method?— Yes, I think I would 
have had to have done in any case. I have done these 
very consistently. 

5883. Very well ; I am not going to pursue that because 
you have agreed with me that in any event the amount 
is only £0.1m.? — Yes, it is only £0.1 m. 

5884. Now I want to deal with the rather broader, 
and more important, aspect here— the question of how 
you allocate Central Charges to London Transport?— 
Yes. 

5885. On the last occasion you very strongly advocated 
the specific approach? — I did, yes. 

5886. You have now, as I understand, abandoned that, 
and you have admitted, very frankly, that it got you 
into difficulties? — I think it did on such things as Joint 
Lines, on which I did not have the figure, and Sir Malcolm 
Trustram Eve said: “You will be very surprised to learn 
what the figure is ” and I had to admit that I was sur- 
prised to learn it was as much as he gave me. 

5887. Anyhow, you have now accepted an approach 
other than the specific approach. It is not the same 
approach as that of Sir Reginald Wilson, is it?— It is 
not very far removed from it in principle. 

5888. Sir Reginald’s approach is this : He says that as a 
matter of broad policy a certain figure is applied to 
the various activities? — Yes. 

5889. Such as London Transport. Then, to check 
whether that is reasonably certain, tests have had to be 
applied?) — Yes. 

5890. You have gone to a test straight away, as I under- 
stand from your tables, without having in your mind a 
figure first? — Yes, that is the way in which I think every 
patient investigator approaches a matter. 

5891. That is the difference between you, as I under- 
stand it? — Yes. 

5892. Let us get one or two figures agreed. Last time 
you agreed, did you not, that a percentage — if you are 
considering it on a percentage basis — of between 10 and 

I I was right for London Transport? — Yes, assuming the 
treatment that had hitherto been given in the accounts 
as regards the Assets Displacement Account — on the basis 
of a certain treatment of that item. 

5893. That item was not taken into account last time 
in the way you are now seeking to take it into account? 
— No, and you will recall from reading the evidence there 
that the item itself was not mentioned at all • but of 
course there was very considerable debate as to the cor- 
rectness of a charge for Stock Redemption, which was 
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held to. be something for the obsolescence of assets. That 
matter is I think quite cleared up, and it enables both 
these figures to be cleared up. 

5894. Let me read Question 5581 at page 460 of the 
transcript of the last Hearing, which was put by Sir 
Malcolm Trust ram Eve: “Would you agree that the per- 
centage for central charges normally attributable to London 
Transport Executive lies between 10 per cent, and 11 
per cent.? ” You said “ Yes, it does at the present time ”. 
— It did, on the calculations which I have ; but not on 
the tables, which have had to be re-done. 

5895. At this Inquiry let us see how you have 
approached this matter. You first of all put in Tables 
CC/H. 112 and 113? — That is correct, yes. 

5896. Which showed that for the year 1951 the per- 
centage was 10.59? — That is correct, yes. 

5897. Did you put that table forward with a view to 
its being accepted by the Tribunal? — Yes, with a view 
to its being accepted by the Tribunal, but I have had 
this other question to resolve, and particular questions 
were asked of Sir Reginald Wilson to lead us to the 
position of being able to resolve it. 

5898. But that is what was shown on the tables when 
you first put them in? — That is right. 

5899. Then, presumably on your suggestion, my learned 
friend asked certain questions of Sir Reginald on the 
Seventh Day which took this form : To make certain 
deductions from the figures on Table CC/H. 112— the 
total figures and the London Transport figures. — having 
regard to the abnormal maintenance position. Do you 
remember that? — No, I am sorry, I do not. 

5900. Then I had better refer you to it. It is on the 
Seventh Day at Question 1487. Have you that before 
you? — I have it here, yes. 

5901. Question 1487 says: “ So much the better for the 
purposes of this calculation. Therefore, would you de- 
duct from the figure of British Transport Commission 
mean capital of £l,430m. the mean balance of the abnor- 
mal maintenance account which I am told works out 
factually at the figure of £95m.” ?— Yes, I recall that. 

5902. Do you not recall that intermediate stage of your 
consideration in this matter?— Yes, but this arose from 
Sn Reginald s assertion that the abnormal maintenance 
moneys have in fact come back to London because of 
capital expenditure in lieu. So therefore we prepared 
as an exercise, to show the effect of that if that be 
right. That was the exercise, but it was never intended 
to be one of my positive lines of approach. 

5903 It was never intended to be more than an exer- 
cise. It was intended to show where Sir Reginald would 
get to if he followed up this point. It was really an 
attempt to demonstrate the logical sequence to his point, 
but it was never based on capital charges. 

5904. Was it abandoned as a result of Sir Reginald 
having demonstrated the position London Transport would 
have found itself in if it had continued on its own? — • 
It was abandoned because I was able to satisfy myself 
that it was not correct that the maintenance moneys- — 
I call them London capital maintenance moneys — have 
come back to London in the form of new capital, except 
in parts. 

5905. Then the next stage is that you put in new tables 
112A? — That is so, yes. 

5906. And they do not make any deductions for the 
Abnormal Maintenance, but they exclude the Assets Dis- 
placement Account? — Precisely. 

5907. Is it your case that the latest approach is justified 
by an answer which Sir Reginald gave?— Yes. There 
was presumptive evidence that the 1951 accounts would 
have supported it, but the answer, if I may use a vulgarism, 
sort of clinches it. 

^5908. But as far back as the 1950 Accounts, the practice 
of deducting the Assets Displacement Account from the 
two specific items had been abandoned? — It had in the 
form of accounts, yes. 

5909. Did you make any reference to this matter at 
the last Inquiry? — No, I did not. As far as I can 
recall, the significance of the different treatment of this 
Assets Displacement Account did not appear to be more 
than the format of the table. 



5910. But is that not precisely what it still is?— 
Apparently not. That is the point which was intended 
to be resolved, and that was the particular point which 
was resolved by Sir Reginald. 

5911. Are you assuming, from Sir Reginald’s answer, 
that this Assets Displacement Account has now to be 
applied, pro rata, to every activity of the Commission? — 
That it is a general item, yes. It will not be spent pro 
rata ; I know that perfectly well. 

5912. And you know perfectly well that Sir Reginald 
indicated to my learned friend that the Commission had 
some pretty clear ideas in their mind as to how in fact 
it would be spent? — British Railways, Bondon Transport 
and Inland Waterways, I think. 

5913. And London Transport only to the extent of the 
trams? — I do not think so. If by that you are meaning 
that there is not going to be any obsolescence in the 
Underground system at all in the next 90 years — if you 
mean that, then I should have to revise my ideas and 
see if there are any ideas on stock redemption. 

5914. In considering this matter, is it not right that 
the Assets Displacement Account, so far as it is intended 
for the purposes of obsolescence, relates to obsolescence 
existing at the date of take-over? — No. It just is the 
difference on the opening entries on books which has 
been put aside to meet obsolescence. It is not the 
measure of any obsolescence which has taken place at 
any time. I think that is abundantly clear from the 
Accounts. 

5915. Have you considered how the Assets Displace- 
ment Account came to be of the amount which in fact 
it was at the opening? — Yes. 

5916. In fact, it arose in this way, did it not, that in 
respect of the various undertakings a figure which is 
included in this Assets Displacement Account was arrived 
at representing — and this is the crucial matter, is it not— 
the difference between the book value of the assets taken 
over and the price paid for the assets? — It is the difference 
between the book value of the assets, after certain adjust- 
ments, and the price paid — I quite agree. 

5917. In the case of British Railways, for instance, the 
position was that the book values were substantially higher 
than the price paid? — Precisely. 

5918. And as a result a substantial contribution of this 
Assets Displacement Account was arrived at from that 
result? — Yes. 

5919. In the case of London Transport the position was 
quite different? — It was. 

5920. Was the position in the case of London Transport 
that so far from their making a contribution to the Assets 
Displacement Account, in fact they reduced it by an 
amount of about £25m.? — Yes, if you disregard the cross 
moneys as coming into the Balance Sheet as well. 

5921. That is because the money paid for the assets 
was in excess of their book value? — Yes. The Transport 
Stocks were not standing at the same value as the Road 
Stock was standing on the market. 

5922. If we apportion or deal with the Assets Displace- 
ment Account to the separate undertakings according to 
its build-up at the 1st January, 1948, would you regard 
that as giving a good measure of the real value of the 
assets which were taken over? — No, I do not think it 
would ; I do not think it would have anything to do 
with it. 

5923. Perhaps I did not put it very clearly ; I will try 
again. The whole object of the exercise on Tables 1 12 and 
113 is for the purpose of establishing this: By relation 
to the capital of the various undertakings the percentage 
that one bears — London Transport, for instance — to the 
whole is a guide as to the proper proportion of a Central 
Charges allocation? — Yes. 

5924. And you agreed before , Easter that the nearer 
you could get to true values as distinct from book values 
the better? — Yes, it would be. 

5925. And is it not quite clear that if one deals with 
the Assets Displacement Account on the basis on which 
it arose, then one is going to get very much closer to the 
true value than one otherwise would? — No, not at all ; 

I should say you are getting further away, if anything. If 
you take the surplus which arose mainly on the railways 
because the Stocks were compensated very much below 
par — and that is why it arises 
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5926. Before you pass from that, the provision for 
compensation was precisely the same for London Trans- 
port Stock as for the other Stock? — Yes, but your theory 
would only hold good if it were accepted that the amount 
paid for the several undertakings taken over was the 
value of the assets acquired. If you could demonstrate 
that, there would be something in that line of approach, 
but it brings you then to a different line of approach, 
namely : Get rid of this apportionment and come back 
to what we have called in the past the specific method 
of allocation, and that gives a figure which is very much 
similar to the figure which I have now. 

5927. Or you come back to Sir Reginald Wilson’s 
approach ; you take a figure of something of the order 
of £5im. and stick to that? — Yes, but he could have fixed 
a figure of £8m. or £2m. 

5928. But you agree that £54m. was pretty near the 
market to-day? — It is getting up to £5|m., but it is still 
about £0.4m. short of it. In 1948-49 it was a long way 
short of it. 

5929. Let us just see where we get to if we deal with 
the Assets Displacement Account in the way in which 
I suggest. — To say that it should be written off to the 
Railway assets? 

5930. First of all, the figure of fixed assets on your 
Table 112A is a figure of £1,608,000; that is the last 
figure in line 6 of the end column. — At the end of the 
year, yes. 

5931. If we deduct from that total the total of the 
Assets Displacement Account, £161,000, we get to a 
figure of £1,447,000? — Yes; in fact that is shown on my 
original Table 1 12. 

5932. Then if we take the London Transport Executive, 
their fixed assets on the same table are £153m.? — Yes. 

5933. In their case they did not contribute the Assets 
Displacement Account ; they reduced it by a figure of 
£28m.?— Yes. 

5934. They have actually also had drafts on it to the 
tune of about £2m.? — Yes. 

5935. So that is £30m. ; if we add that to the £153m. 
we get £183m.? — Yes. 

5936. Would you take it that London Transport would 
then have 12.6 per cent, of the assets? — Yes, I could 
believe that, but I could not possibly accept the method 
of approach. 

5937. Why not? — Because I think it is fundamentally 
wrong. What you are doing is to say: This is an attempt 
to apportion interest on the best figures available, namely, 
the book values of all the assets which presumably are as 
comparable as they can be between one asset and another 
— they are historical values admittedly — and if you had 
real value between the various assets, that is better still. 
All this exercise gives you, however, is the values plus an 
adjustment which is the plus or minus on the compensation 
of the old shares. That is neither one thing nor another. 
If you are going along that one path, you must make all 
these adjustments and get back to what I have called 
the specific method of finding what was the compensation 
stock and getting the compensation on that ; that is the 
only possible thing it could lead you to. 

5938. All these things arise if you try to make your 
yardstick for the Central Charges a calculation of this 
sort of order? — Yes ; but surely if you are apportioning 
interest it is the capital expenditure on which you are 
apportioning it, and these are the figures. 

5939. Have you considered this aspect of the matter? 

What you are now saying, as 1 understand it, is, that 
because of one answer of Sir Reginald’s you are now 
in fact altering the Central Charges allocation to London 
by something of the order of £500,000? — What I would 
say is that had the position been throughout as we now 
know it to be, the charges would always be calculated on 
this basis, and not on the one on which the Assets 
Displacement Account is specifically knocked off, so I 
suppose the answer to your question is really Yes, but 

5940. Why, if you are going to deal with the matter in 
the way you are proposing to deal with it, should it be 
done pro ratal — It does not have to be done pro rata. 
What you have is a whole series of values ; from the end 
of that list there is knocked off from the accounts this 
asset displacement, and what I do is not to regard it pro 
rata, but to disregard it entirely. 



5941. But you spread it through all the figures that make 

up the total? — No. It is a suspense item against 

obsolescence in the future. The figures in the list down 
to these items are the values of the assets already in 
existence. 

5942. Let me show you how that must be fallacious. 
Assume for the sake of argument that nothing in the 
Assets Displacement Account is ever going to be used for 
London, then your approach would clearly be fallacious, 
would it not? — No, it would not. If you asked me to 
assume that there is never going to be any obsolescence to 
London assets, then it would. 

5943. That is what I am saying to you — that you are 
assuming in justification for this matter that, whether now 
or hereafter, London is going to get this pro rata share of 
the Assets Displacement Account? — No — it might or might 
not. It has already had some of the Assets Displace- 
ment Account — that is not a measure of obsolescence ; 
that is just a suspense item arising on the difference in book 
values. I must agree with you that if it can be assumed 
that in London there is never going to be anything 
suspended by reason of obsolescence, then your point 
would be right — but I cannot accept such a view. 

5944. I think one of the points on which we disagree 
is that I am suggesting that the right view of the account 
is to regard it as available for obsolescence existing as 
on 1st January,, 1948, whereas you are saying that it 
is available for obsolescence which may arise at any time? 
— Yes — either before 1948 or after. Obsolescence never 
arises until the point of scrapping the asset. 

5945. You see, you cannot provide for obsolescence 
out of what is an opening balance, 30 years hence? — It 
is there to meet obsolescence as it arises. Every asset 
that has already become obsolete and is scrapped is taken 
out of the accounts at the time the figures were put in— 
or was supposed to have been. 

5946. Surely the figure arises as at the 1st January, 
1948, because there was at that date an element of 
obsolescence in the assets taken over? — No, it cannot be 
said to arise from that at all. That could only happen 
if the Stock Exchange value of a share reflected the value 
of an asset of the undertaking less its depreciation, less 
its accrued obsolescence, and, of course, it did no such 
thing ; the two things were not connected. 

5947. Let me ask you this and I can pass from that 

subject : Is it your view that the assets of London Trans- 
port can anticipate now or in the future as big a measure 
of obsolescence as, for instance, the assets of British Rail- 
ways? — No, I do not think so ; you will not have 
obsolescence on the road services 

5948. And therefore, if one is going to deal with the 
matter in this way, is it not right to have regard to the 
likelihood of some of the assets having to draw on this 
Assets Displacement Account more than others? — You 
could make that adjustment if you also carried it through 
and made it in regard to the Stock Redemption as well. 

5949. Have you made any estimate as to the amount 
London is likely to have in the future out of this Assets 
Displacement Account? — I could not possibly do that 
and, with respect, I do not think anyone on the Com- 
mission could do it. Obsolescence is something that you 
can never measure in advance of its happening — that is 
its very essence. You can measure depreciation before 
it happens, but not obsolescence. 

5950. But what you do know is that you, in looking 
at the matters with which you have dealt, have satisfied 
yourself that potentially some of them are much more 
likely to become obsolescent than others? — Yes; I think 
the Main Line Railway system is going to suffer more 
than the Underground system, and one can make an 
adjustment for that. 

5951. And if the accounts remain as they were before 
1950, would the whole argument go by the board? — 
If that were so, I should have assumed that for some 
reason or another this was hypothecated, as it were, be- 
tween British Railways and Inland Waterways and nothing 
else, and I would have used my original calculation in 
Document 112, but not in 112A. I should also, of 
course, have cut out the Stock Redemption against 
London Transport— the two are very, very closely allied. 

5952. I think I have asked you all the questions I want 
to ask you on this Assets Displacement Account and the 
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justification for dealing with it in the way in which you 
have dealt with it. If, of course, it is dealt with in the 
way in which I have suggested, then the percentage is 
of the order of between 10 per cent, and 11 per cent.? 
— No, it would be 12 per cent., but, of course, the logic 
of that is that you then deduct 3 per cent, of £40m. 
transferred cash as well ; if you are going to start these 
specific adjustments, you must carry them all through. 

5953. You are not going back to that, are you? — You 
are taking me back. 

5954. I do not want to put this point, but is it not 
quite clear really that the broad approach is the right 
one here? — The broad approach is all right, if the basis 
of the figures is all right, but just to say £54m. and apply 
a test which gets you to £4.8m. does not prove the £54m. 
If Sir Reginald’s approach is tested this way, that looking 
back over the years the average is £5^m., I would say: 
Yes, there is a merit in having £4. 5m. or £4.75m., but 
certainly not £5. 5m. 

5955. Now I want to deal with the £500,000 which 

you say is overcharged for maintenance 

{President) : Mr. Willis, would it be convenient, if you 
are now passing from Central Charges, for me to ask a 
few questions? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : If you please, Sir. 

5956. {President) {to the Witness) : We got from your 
Table 112A, following this method of looking at the 
fixed assets statement, a calculation as to the apportion- 
ment of Central Charges for 1951? — Yes. 

5957. When we come to 1952 we have no fixed assets 
account to work with? — That is so, Sir. 

5958. And we do not know, therefore, whether 9.51 
per cent, would be right or wrong? — That is quite so, Sir. 

5959. We can only speculate. — You can only speculate, 
but one gets some fairly good guides. 

5960. What are those guides? — The rate of expenditure 
on London Transport. 

5961. In the past? — The rate of expenditure for 1952 

— I take it that that figure is now known, or will be 
known very soon. That is capital expenditure 

5962. I am asking you not about what will be known, 
but about what is known to you. — I beg your pardon, Sir. 

5963. In Table 114A you leave the comparative safety 
of 1951 and advance into the unknown? — Yes. 

5964. Did you take the same percentage for 1952 for 
the purposes of Table 114A, as you had taken for 1951? — 
No, I did not apply a percentage at all. I just projected 
the figure for what I thought would be a reasonable 
amount for capital expenditure. 

5965. “ Projected ” is an elegant word ; you mean you 
added something on? — Yes. 

5966. Only for what you thought the added fixed assets 
figures for London Transport would be in 1952? — Yes. 
I applied two tests ; that was the first, and the second 
was to look at how the figures had moved — that is line 5 
on Table 114A — and to see how the figures are moving 
each year, and to extend that trend. 

5967. Line 5 of that table tells us that your method of 
calculation of interest charges had moved from £3,482,000 
in 1948 to £4,141,000 in 1951?— Yes. 

5968. Every year they are going up by about £0.2m? — 
Yes. 

5969. And your projected figure for 1952, namely, 
£4,400,000, is really an addition of £0.2m. to your calcu- 
lated figure for 1951? — Yes, and then rounded up to 
£4.4m. 

5970. That takes you, by a process of projection, into 
1952?— Yes. 

5971. How did you project yourself when you came to 
“ Y ” year? — I did the same again. 

5972. You added another £0.2m.? — Yes, to get to £4.6m. 

5973. There is a considerable margin of error there, is 
there not? — I think not. Sir. 

5974. For “ Y ” year? — No, I think not, Sir, because 
there is reason to assume — although it is not reflected in 
this figure — that the capital expenditure of London in 
1952-53 would be rather less than in recent years because 
of the very heavy expenditure latterly in the replacement 



of the bus fleet. They have not taken account of it, but 
I have applied the test to see whether it would be reason- 
able that the figure should be going down — whether the 
increase should be any more than the experience in the 
past. In the absence of any evidence that the rate of 
expenditure is going to increase — and I think all the 
evidence is to the contrary — £0.2m. seemed very adequate. 

5975. At any rate, that is how it has been done ; you 
have looked at the interest charges year by year since 
1948?— Yes. 

5976. To arrive at the view that an annual increment of 
£0.2m., where you have to guess, is the right guess per 
year ; that is what it comes to?— Yes. 

5977. {Mr. Harold Willis) : The next matter was this 
£0.5m. which you have knocked off, the expenditure of 
London Transport? — Yes. 

5978. What it comes to, and you are saying this, as I 
understand it, Mr. Hill, is that not only in “ Y ” year 
but in all the previous years from 1948, £0.5m. has been 
overcharged in the London Transport accounts for main- 
tenance? — Yes. Let me make it quite clear, Mr. Willis. 
I do not mean that the amount in each year is £0.5m. 
hut the amount, say, in five years is £2.5m„ which averages 
out at £0.5m. 

5979. There has been an undercharge of varying 
amounts in each of those years aggregating £2. 5m. 

{President) : An overcharge to expenses.— Yes, an over- 
charge. 

5980. {Mr. Harold Willis) : The accounts of London 
Transport are included in the accounts of the British 
Transport Commission? — Y es. 

5981. The accounts of the British Transport Commis- 
sion are accompanied are they not, year by year, by an 
audited certificate? — Yes. 

5982. Does the auditors’ certificate indicate that the 
account's are properly drawn? — Yes. 

5983. Have you a copy of the 1951 Accounts? — I 
should have one here, yes. 

5984. There are various statements ; I am looking at 
page 7 of 'the Accounts. They refer to sub-section (3) 
of Section 94 of the Act, which deals with this audit. 
They say in paragraph (2) that they have obtained all 
the information and explanations that they need. Then 
finally in paragraph (6) they say : “ Subject to the fore- 
going remarks, in our .opinion and to the best of our 
information and according to the explanations given to 
us the Consolidated Revenue Account and the Consoli- 
dated Balance Sheet, as supplemented ” by those various 
statements “ give a true and fair view respectively of the 
net revenue surplus for the year 1951 ”. — Yes. 

5985. Assume for instance that it was £0.5m. for each 

of the years, I see your point about it may be somewhat 
different in the various years, but assume it is the same. 
You are now saying, Mr. Hill, that that certificate in fact 
is wrong because the revenue surplus for 1951 ought to 
be more by £+m. — No, I am not saying that the audit 
certificate is wrong, Mr. Willis. It is not the function 
of an auditor to make an investigation about this main- 
tenance allowance. I have not the slightest doubt that 
these auditors have made full inquiries as to what is the 
policy of the British Transport Commission about these 
standard maintenance charges. They might have even 
asked how were they derived 'and so on, and so on, and 
so on ; but I have not the slightest doubt that they start 
from where that leaves off. Therefore it is not really a 
question of saying the audit certificate is wrong, the 
statement is wrong ; it is 

5986. Is not one of the most important functions of 
an auditor to be able to say that the accounts give a 
true and fair view of the net revenue position, to satisfy 
themselves that there has not been an overcharge of 
maintenance? — No, the function of an auditor is to see 
that the charge is correct, having regard to the policy 
adopted ; and an auditor would proceed from the accept- 
ance of that policy, unless he could see that it was 
definitely wrong. 

5987. {President) : Are you distinguishing between the 
functions of an auditor in the case of an undertaking like 
this and the functions of an auditor of a limited liability 
company?' — No, not really ; I would not distinguish. It 
is very common indeed for auditors of companies, and 
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indeed all sorts of undertakings, to get from the tech- 
nical manager just a statement that in his opinion the 
assets have been properly maintained, or that the correct 
amount has been charged as maintenance. The auditor 
does not go behind that unless there is something 
obviously wrong. I do not know what Sir Alan Rae Smith 
and Sir Harold Barton have done, of course, but I feel 
sure that they have not sought to solve what 1 have 
called in this case the mystery of 'the abnormal main- 
tenance account. 

5988. You know do you not, that in addition to the 
auditors of the Commission, the London Transport Exe- 
cutive have their own auditors? — I believe so, yes. 
I do know that, yes. 

5989. I feel sure you know it, Mr. Hill ; and provision 
for that is expressly made, is it not, in the scheme of 
audit referred to in the 1948 Accounts? — I do seem to 
recollect that. 

5990. Can I just read you on page 408 of the 1948 
Accounts, paragraph 3 of the Scheme? “ The Commis- 
sion having expressed their intention of appointing so 
far as is practicable professional auditors or firms of audi- 
tors to audit on their behalf the books and records of 
the Executive and Departments of the Commission, the 
auditors are authorised, to the extent which is in their 
judgment reasonable, to rely for the purposes of their 
audit upon the audits carried out by any auditors or 
firms of auditors provided that: (a) the auditors approve 
the general lines of the work carried out by any such 
auditor or firm of auditors ; ( b ) the auditors are fur- 
nished by any such auditor or firm of auditors with 
answers to such inquiries and with such further infor- 
mation and explanations as they may require ; and (c) 
the Commission comply with the provisions of paragraph 4 
of this Scheme.” I do not think we need worry about 
that one. That is the scheme provided for by the Minis- 
ter. — Yes. 

5991. And you know that the London Transport Exe- 
cutive have their own auditors? — Yes. 

5992. Would it be the responsibility of those auditors 
to satisfy themselves that a proper charge for mainten- 
ance is being made year by year? — I do not think it 
would be the responsibility of those auditors. It would 
be the responsibility of those auditors to satisfy them- 
selves that the amount charged was correct and in accord- 
ance with the scheme that the Commission have adopted. 

5993. Are you really suggesting to the Tribunal, Mr. 
Hill, that it is not the responsibility of the auditors to 
satisfy themselves that the scheme adopted by the Com- 
mission is right? — Yes. I think broadly they would have 
to do that, but I do not think they would follow it 
through in all its implications. 

5994. Would you have signed the certificate that Sir 
Alan Rae Smith and Sir Harold Barton have signed 
had you been the auditor? — I do not know. I should 
want to know what was in (2) before. “ We have obtained 
all the information and explanation ” — it is rather an un- 
fair question to ask me. I cannot really answer that. 

5995. Would you, Mr. Hill, on the material you gave 
in evidence the other day, have been prepared to qualify 
a certificate by saying there is an overcharge for main- 
tenance in the Accounts of the London Transport Exe- 
cutive of an amount of say £|m.? — >No ; what I would 
have put in a certificate in a case like this is that the 
amount charged for maintenance is in accordance with 
the formula adopted by the Commission, and no more. 

5996. Would you not have regarded it as part of your 
duty as an auditor to satisfy yourself that that was a 
proper charge? — Mr. Willis, an auditor cannot satisfy 
himself that that is a proper charge. An auditor can- 
not measure maintenance costs and I do not suppose 
these auditors tried. 

5997. ( President ) : You said if you had been the audi- 
tor you would have qualified this statement by some 
additional remark. What would that remark have been? 
I did not quite catch it. — That the amounts charged 
for maintenance in the Accounts were in accordance with 
— I think 1 used the word “ scheme ” 

(Mr. Poole ) : “ Formula ". 

(The Witness) : That they were in accordance with the 
formula adopted by the Commission. If I were an auditor 



and knowing as much as I think I know about these 
accounts, that is how I would like to have put that. 

5998. (President) : Sir Alan Rae Smith and Sir Harold 
Barton have not done so, have they? — They have not done 
so, no. 

5999. (Mr. Harold Willis) : Do you know how much the 
Transport Commission spend each year on maintenance? 
— £90m., I think. 

6000. £140m. If they are not to be concerned with 
what is done by the London Transport presumably neither 
are they to be concerned with what is provided for by 
the Transport Commission for its other activities? — I am 
sure. 

6001. They must just accept what the Transport Com- 
mission say is the proper provision. — -I feel quite safe 
in saying that the auditors have not attempted to inde- 
pendently measure the amount of maintenance in any year, 
I have never heard of an auditor trying to do it on a 
large undertaking. 

6002. If they do not apply any sort of test to the main- 
tenance provisions, how can they say in their certificate 
that the accounts give a true and fair view of the operat- 
ing results? — That is one of the mysteries of audit certifi- 
cates, and there are many, not just here but all audit 
certificates. 

6003. ( President ) : Some of them get investigated in 
another place, Mr. Hill! — -Precisely, yes. 

6004. (Mr. Harold Willis) : What you are in effect say- 
ing is this : that the existence of the auditors is no safe- 
guard in regard to the provision for maintenance in the 
accounts of the Transport Commission? — Yes. I think that 
does follow from what I am saying. 

6005. Let us just look at the matter in .a little more 
detail. This £4m. ; a year covers rather the same sort of 
thing as your £lm. that started last time. Is that right? 
You had £lm. last time ; do you remember? — Yes. 

6006. It started off as £lm. and fairly quickly got down 
to £0.8m. — It was not the same, -Mr. Willis. It was a 
composite figure put in — you are thinking of the tables 
that were put in before the Inquiry in 1951 where £lm. 
was put in. 

6007. I am thinking of this, in the 1951 Inquiry you 
sought to show that the amount charged for maintenance 
in London Transport was too high? — Maintenance and 
depreciation? 

6008. Yes ; that it was too high? — Maintenance and 
depreciation, yes. 

6009. You started off by saying it was too high by £lm. 
a year? — Yes. I think that was it. 

6010. You then reduced that to £0.8m. and then sub- 
sequently to £0.4m. and then I think it more or less dis- 
appeared altogether? — Yes. 

6011. Would that be a fair way of putting it? — It was 
related to the depreciation, not to this calculation at all. 

6012. It was an entirely different approach, but presum- 
ably with the same object, namely, of showing that too 
much had been provided? — Yes. But, as I say, it was 
mainly in relation to depreciation ; if I recollect rightly 
it was the over-depreciation on what I was alleging to be 
the over-dqpreoiation on buses that had expired lives, the 
write-up of depreciation in 1948 up to then current values, 
and matters of that kind. 

6013. A variety of matters were gone through. — There 
were a lot. 

6014. Some had to be abandoned at an early stage and 
others at ,a later stage. — Some were abandoned and others 
expired in the course of time ; there was one item in 1948 
which was worth about £0.8m., and its value got less and 
less. 

6015. When did you decide, (Mr. Hill, on this occasion 
that the overcharge to maintenance by London Trans- 
port was £4m. a year? — Mr. Willis, that is very hard for 
me to say. I do not think I had got down to saying I 
will put it at £jm. until during -the course of this Inquiry, 
but I have been, if I -may say, playing with these figures 
since 1951. 

6016. Would “ juggling ” with them be more appro- 
priate? — No ; caressing them almost. 
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6017. (President)-. You must be a very affectionate 
man! — I was so satisfied that there was something I 
wanted to crack open, something that did not look right, 
and that was the reason for asking questions of the Com- 
mission too, tout we were unable to get any help on that 
item as well. 

6018. Now let me just see if I understand what you are 
seeking to say here. You are seeking to say, as I under- 
stand it, that because the abnormal maintenance account 
has not been used up to the extent that you anticipated, 
that that has shown that the standard charge for mainten- 
ance is too high, and toy a process of arithmetic, halving 
and doubling and then taking away the number you first 
thought of, you reached a figure of £-lm.? — As toeing the 
lowest of the estimates. 

6019. I am trying to put it broadly, Mr. Hill. That is 
how you proceeded?— I tried to apply what I thought to 
be reasonable tests, and they gave various answers ; and 
(as I think I expressed it in evidence-in-chief) it seemed 
to me the answer must lie between £^m. and something a 
little over £lm. I have taken £4m. 

6020. You very frankly admitted, Mr. Hill, that the 
whole matter was really most imprecise and quite incapable 
of any accurate estimate? — I think that is so. 

6021. That is a fair way of putting it? — Yes, I think that 
is so. 

6022. So you are in effect, as I understand it, seeking 
to challenge what has been in the accounts of the Trans- 
port Commission for the last five years by the evidence 
which you have put forward at this Inquiry? — Yes, because 
unless you make some reasonable adjustment for this you 
are left with a situation that defies explanation. 

6023. It is because of this mystery which has worried 
you so much that you feel some correction ought to be 
made? — Yes. 

6024. No w the mystery arises, as I understand it, because 
this figure of £25m. has not disappeared? — Yes, because a 
good part of it has not disappeared. Not the lot ; I would 
not expect the lot to by any means. 

6025. Of course, one of the vital matters to decide, in 
fact an essential thing to decide, before you can proceed 
on your exercise at all, is how much of the £25m. was in 
fact attributable to maintenance at all? — Yes. 

6026. And no one can do that, Mr. Hill, can they? — 
Yes. I 'think it is all attributable -to the arrears of mainten- 
ance. 

6027. The whole of the £25m.? — Yes, not the whole of 
the £31m. but certainly the greater part of the £25m. 

6028. Have you looked at the London Passenger Trans- 
port Board Accounts? Will you look at page 26? 

{Mr. Poole ) : These are the 1947 accounts? 

6029. (Mr. Harold Willis ): 1947. You see the bottom 
of paragraph 75 where the words are, “ Added to similar 
balances for previous years the accumulated unappro- 
priated balance of the Maintenance Allowance is now 
£25,174,511 ”?— ' True. 

6030. Then 76 : “ This unappropriated balance of the 
Maintenance Allowance represents in part a provision for 
overtaking the arrears of repair work which have arisen 
in the cicumstances indicated in paragraph 74”. — Yes. 

6031. “It also relates in part to the provisions for 
renewals ”. — Yes. 

6032. Had you forgotten that? — No, that is one of the 
reasons that led me to one of the estimates I made when 
I said that a good part of it was for renewals. 

6033. I asked you about the £25m. and you said that 
was all repairs ; the Renewal Scheme in the £31m. — I was 
wrong about that, yes. 

6034. Are you suggesting, Mr. Hill, that the figure of 
£25m. in any way represents an estimate of the amount of 
repairs and renewals? — Of the deficiency of them. 

6035. Of the outstanding repairs and renewals? — At 
1947? 

6036. At 1st January, 1948? — Yes, if the standard was 
right. 

6037. You say if the standard was right? — If the basic 
standard from which this figure is derived is right, yes. 

6038. You know how the figure of £25m. has been 
provided do you? — Yes. 



6039. A large part of it is attributable to this factor, 
is it not, that the costs of renewals and repairs that 
have not been carried out have been brought up, lifted 
up to current price levels?— Yes, that is right. That is a 
figure which represents what you have just said it repre- 
sents in terms of 1947 values. 

6040. A very large part of the figure of £25m. is 
attributable to the uplift element in the matter? — I am 
sure it must be because costs have increased appreciably 
between June, 1939, and December, 1947 — so it must be. 

6041. Does that apply both to repairs and to renewals? 
— I am sure it would. 

6042. Can you give me the amount which would be 
involved in the renewal element? — No. 

6043. Then you are not able to say what part of it is 
attributable to the repair element? — No. 

6044. If you cannot do that exercise, Mr. Hill, how 
can you possibly say that the overcharge to maintenance 
has been year by year a figure of £im.? — Because it is 
quite absurd, in my view, to assume that a sizeable 
part of this is not arrears of maintenance. 

6045. But you have no idea what that part is? — No, if 
I had got that I could have measured the precise figure, 
but of course I cannot get that, and I do not think anyone 
in the world can get that figure. 

6046. That is what I am going to put to you ; no one 
can get at that figure, therefore how can anybody with 
any sense of responsibility for providing accurate figures 
arrive at any figure such as you have done? — But, 
Mr. Willis, such a proposition would be fatal to all 
forms of investigation. The moment you get to the stage 
of not being able to make a precise calculation do you 
say, I will abandon it? Of course not ; one proceeds 
along a line of reasoning. One says a good part of it, 
from the very nature of it, must be maintenance or 
renewals. Therefore, one will have quite a large margin 
of error in it ; but it is no reason for not trying to do 
the exercise or for seeking an appropriate adjustment. 

6047. At any rate that is the basis on which you are 
seeking to show, as I understand it, that a wrong figure 
has been included for five years in the accounts of the 
B.T.C.? — Yes, Mr. Willis, because if these loans are not 
capable of being disciplined to some extent then your 
maintenance allowance just does not mean a thing because 
it is just a mixture of undisciplined unknown quantities. 

6048. Just before we pass from this matter, Mr. Hill, 
just tell me this, why can you say that a large part 
of this £25m. must be maintenance? — Because it is 
common knowledge that all public transport and all 
similar undertakings in the war were forced to cut their 
maintenance to just what they needed to do. If you tell 
me, if you assure me, that a full standard of maintenance 
was applied in the war to all the London Transport assets, 
right up to peace-time standard, with full paint and 
everything else, if that was said and sworn to, then of 
course I should have to say that only a little bit would 
relate to maintenance. 

6049. Can we take it a little further, would you say 
that the maintenance element of this £25m. was of the 
order of £8m. or £9m.? — I should think it would be more. 

6050. That is the sort of figure it might be? — I should 
have thought it would have been more, frankly. I should 
have thought it may well have been double that. 

6051. Or half? — Oh, no, not half. Remembering that 
maintenance for that purpose includes all replacements 
of anything other than its entirety. Any part of an asset 
is maintenance for that purpose. 

6052. Of course, the real test of this matter will arise, 
Mr. Hill, will it not, when the standard is abandoned? 
You have been told at this Inquiry — I think it was men- 
tioned at the last Inquiry — that is likely to happen soon. 
— Yes, the real test will arise then and will be able to 
be measured after a few years experience. 

6053. If it turns out that in fact the new standard 
provides for the same amount of charge or perhaps a 
little more, that would show that your calculations have 
been wholly wrong? — When you have made all the appro- 
priate adjustments for further rises in price levels and 
average age of assets, yes it would ; and of course the 
contrary applies. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : That is all. Sir, on that point. 

{Adjourned for a short time) 
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(. President ) : I have not yet said what days we will 
sit this week. We shall sit to-morrow and Thursday and 
Friday. I cannot quite sav about next week yet. There 
is some doubt about Monday. 

May I just add this? I do not know whether any 
of the objectors, other than those who are represented 
by Counsel, are here, but if there are any here who are 
anxious about the moment at which they will be able to 
contribute their portion to these proceedings, I would like 
to say this: that they might well consider whether their 
interests would not be as well served by putting their 
observations into writing instead of addressing them orally. 
Any observation they do put into writing, rather than 
making it to us orally, will be incorporated in the pro- 
ceedings, and will have the same effect on our minds as 
if they had addressed us orally. 

6054. (Mr. Harold Willis ): Now, Mr. Hill, I am pro- 
posing to turn from London Transport to London Lines 
for a while. — Yes. 

6055. And there there are also a number of points out- 
standing ; perhaps it would be convenient if we just indicated 
what they were, at this stage. First of all there is a 
question about the movement expenses. — Yes. 

6056. Then there is a dispute about the terminal ex- 
penses, the percentage to apply there — your 25 per cent, 
and our one-third. Then there is a question on the central 
charges. But perhaps you could help me on this, Mr. 
Hill. Your central charges figure is related to the ex- 
penses item, is it not, and therefore if I am right on 
the expenses of London Lines, then consequently on your 
own calculation central charges appropriation to London 
Lines will be my figure of £2m., and not your figure? — 
No. I do not agree. 

6057. If you do not agree with that, Mr. Hill, we shall 
have to pursue it at a later stage. 

(■ President ) : Mr. Hill’s figure for central charges appro- 
priation in London Lines, which he gave in his evidence, 
will in fact be affected by the new figures he has put in 
this morning. He took as the figure for British Railways 
as a whole 72 per cent, of the central charges, is that 
right? — Yes. 

6058. His new calculation, put in in his new table, 
brings out what I expected it would bring out, that this 
ought to be 74.25 per cent— Yes. but the difference is 
.05. 

6059. Whatever the difference is, it will not be the 
same figure.— I think, with respect. Sir, it will. Because 
1 have expressed all my figures to the nearest 0.1, on 
London Lines. 

6060. We shall see. At any rate it is not 72 per cent. — 
Yes. You have seen from the note the reason for the 
difference. Sir? 

6061. Yes.— When I put in the table I went through 
all my calculations to see just how far the alterations 
went, and where they did not make a difference of 0.1 
1 did not revise my figures. 

6062. (Mr. Harold Willis) : At a later stage we shall 
have to consider these central charges ; then there is a 
small question on the receipts, 0.2, and then there is the 
0.3 on parcels traffic.— Yes. The 0.2 is not actually brought 
into my summary table at the end. 

6063. Yes, it is quite a small figure. Then the big 
controversy, Mr. Hill, with regard to London Lines, arises 
on expenses, does it not? — Unquestionably. 

6064. May we first of all deal with the movement 
expenses, because they are the first item which falls to 
be considered, and it is from that item that the other 
elements in the expenses are built up, whatever the appro- 
priate percentage is. — Yes. 

6065. Movement expenses for London Lines is some- 
thing which cannot be ascertained directly from any docu- 
ment? — That is quite correct. 

6066. And last time you will recall, Mr. Hill, that you 
very much criticised the Transport Commission for having 
relied, in the case of movement expenses, on very out-of- 
date figures. Do you recall that? — I wondered why they 
could not do it again. 

6067. You wondered why the matter could not be done 
afresh? — Yes. 



6068. If you will just bear with me while I refresh your 
memory for one moment — on page 481, question 6336, you 
gave this answer : “ I explained in my evidence in chief 
that to take anything on a basis of about 10 or more years 
ago, and to allow for adjustments, necessarily is a tenuous 
method, and may not get you to the right figure now. 

If it were possible in 1939 for the purposes of the London 
Pool to get out these costs from the dissection of then- 
costs and their knowledge of their costs, and to agree 
them, I cannot for the life of me see now why it is 
necessary to take the 1939 base and apply all sorts of 
adjustments and re-weightings to them when it could be 
taken out directly from the known facts to-day.” — I agree. 

6069. “ If that were done, I should have thought it 
would have given you a greater measure of accuracy than 
taking the 1938-39 figures and adjusting them up and down. 

The two will not hit together. They might get close and 
they might not ”, and so on. That was the view you 
expressed last time, was it not? — Yes. 

6070. You know from the evidence that has been given 
by Sir Reginald Wilson that about 70 per cent, of the 
movement expenses in London is attributable to Southern 
Railway Electrics, and we are now putting forward figures 
based on accurate and up-to-date information for this 
section? — Yes, but I think I am right in saying that it 
was made clear that it was not done in anything like the 

detail as on the previous occasion, and no evidence was * 

given as to how it was computed. I can go so far with 
you, with those qualifications. 

6071. We have — and not because you advocated it, Mr. 

Hill, if I may say so. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Mr. Hill would hardly pre- 
sume to flatter himself that you did it for that reason. 

6072. (Mr. Harold Willis ): We have in fact done some- 
thing which should at last appeal to you, Mr. Hill, in 
trying to get out some more up-to-date figures, rather 
than this method of adding from 1939, and to that extent 
I suppose you would regard it as an improvement? — An 
improvement in method, yes. 

6073. To the extent that it applies to something over 
two-thirds of the London Lines expenditure, that of itself 
is also an improvement? — It could be, but it might intro- 
duce a fallacy. If you have hitherto been using a figure 
which is a composite one for several parts, it is always 
very dangerous to take out a section and put in another 
section on a different basis. If you addressed your inquiry 
to the whole of the parts then it would certainly be 
much -more reliable than it is when it relates only to a 
part. 

6074. Is it only because the up-to-date figures relate 
only to a section that you criticise the matter? — I might 
have many other criticisms too, but the Tribunal have 
not been given the slightest indication as to how this 
recent test has been made. 

6075. Did you notice that my learned friend, Mr. 

Geoffrey Lawrence, put no questions to Sir Reginald in 
regard to these Southern Railway calculations at all? — 

Not in regard to details. 

6076. Nor have you made any inquiries from the 
Transport Commission as to how it was done? — I have 
rather given up making inquiries after -my previous 
experience, frankly. 

6077. But that is the position? — Yes, I have not asked 
for the details of this calculation. 

6078. Of course, if the Southern Railway calculation 

is right, it shows, does it not, -that the figures put forward , 

on the last occasion, which you have relied on, in 
B.T.C. 108 were too low? — In relation to that part. 

6079. Which represents 70 per cent, of the total? — 

Yes. But the other part might be too high ; in the 
absence of a test no one knows. 

6080. And we know this, do we not. that on that basis 
— the details of which were not cross-examined, the figure 
for movement expenses comes to £12m. per annum? — 

By using these recent figures for the Southern section 
plus the old formula figures for the rest. 

6081. Yes, and when the thing -was worked out on the 
old formula, the matters were done in bits and then 
aggregated ? — Y es . 

6082. It was always done separately for the individual 
bits, making up a total and then, with a suitable weighting, 
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a further figure was arrived at? — It was always done 
separately for steam and electric. 

6083. You are not prepared to say at this inquiry that 
the £12m. figure put forward for movement expenses by 
Sir Reginald Wilson is a fair measure of those expenses? 
— I could not possibly do so until I had examined the 
details. What I do say at this inquiry is that as you 
cannot present a test of the thing entirely and prove the 
details of that test, then I do the next best thing and 
rely on the method that the Commission in the past have 
so stoutly defended. 

6084. ( President ) : Dq you mean that — of course we 
shall have to make up our minds about this — but do 
you mean we must accept the Commission’s figures as 
put forward in the past? — As the basis of it. 

6085. 108 in the last inquiry? — Yes, 108 brought up 
to date. 

6086. 11.2? — Yes, 11.2 now. 

6087. (Mr. Harold Willis ) : Last time you criticised 
108? — Yes, indeed I did. It has that defect, that it is 
tenuous. 

6088. And you criticised it for the very reason that 
you now say is a matter for criticism of the present method 
of doing it? — I am sorry, I do not quite follow that. 

6089. You criticised the last matter because you say 
we should have got up-to-date figures and you now 
criticise the £12m. because you say it contains up-to-date 
figures? — Because it contains them in part. If you pre- 
sented up-to-date figures and gave evidence how they 
were compiled, and the basis of the thing, it might be 
very convincing, but I find it extremely unconvincing to 
learn that you have tackled a part on a different basis, 
that you did not .do it in so much detail, and that it gave 
a different result. 

6090. Assume, Mr. Hill, that the Southern element in 
this calculation, which has been brought up-to-date, is 
now an accurate percentage of the present-day position ; 
assuming that is so, would you not consider it desirable 
that those up-to-date figures should be incorporated? — 
If you completed them for the other parts as well. 

6091. You do not think they should be incorporated, 
notwithstanding that for about 30 per cent, you have 
not yet been able to do that calculation? — I should be 
a bit dubious about it. 

6092. Surely it is better if you can say that rather 
over two-thirds is up-to-date, rather than say because not 
all the figures are up-to-date we must ignore all up-to- 
date figures? — No. Last time it was a composite figure 
which reflected the different parts. 

6093. Let us consider whether that is accurate or not? 
You say it was a composite figure. That is not accurate, 
is it? These calculations were made by individual bits 
and they were then aggregated, and produced a final 
figure? — There were only bits in the sense that you had 
some steam and some electric. 

6094. There were different bits of electric, Mr. Hill. 
There were Southern electrics. North Eastern electrics and 
a little bit of L.M.S. and a little bit of Great Western 
electrics. A figure was calculated for each of those, surely, 
and then by a method of weighting — having regard to 
the relevant weight of traffic on each of those, a final 
figure for the electrics was arrived at? — If I understand 
it correctly, there were these separate parts in terms of 
1939, and then they were aggregated, and then on the 
Southern section a test was made as to the measure 
of increase in cost as compared with 1939. That figure 
was ascertained and then applied to the 1939 composite 
figure. That was only on electric. 

6095. The 1939 figure was a separate figure for the 
various components. Additions were made to the original 
components by reference to a formula. — I thought actually 
that was not so ; that the additions for rising costs were 
made in total. I think the 1950 evidence rather bears 
that out. 

6096. I am told that that is not right, and that what 
I put to you as the method of procedure was right. 

Let us assume that is so, for the moment, and that 
the bits were separately evaluated and costs per mile 
calculated for these, and then, by a suitable weighting, 
a final result was arrived at. Let us assume that that 
is how it was done ; that would produce this position, 



that of the elements going to make up the total movement 
expenses figure, you would have a number of components, 
the major one of which now you can put on an up-to- 
date basis. — Yes. 

6097. Do you say it is wrong and undesirable to use 
that up-to-date information? — Not wrong, but in the 
absence of the other parts it is dangerous. I would not 
put it higher than that — it is dangerous. 

6098. But why is it dangerous to use figures which are 
up-to-date? — Because it may very well be that the steam 
calculation is 10 per cent, out the other way. 

6099. ( President ) : Is it not more dangerous to neglect 

the up-to-date figures, Mr. Hill? — Yes 

6100. Suppose you had up-to-date figures for (say we 
had six components) five components. Would you say 
it is dangerous to take them into account? — I do not think 
it would, Sir, if the remaining one-sixth was not too big. 

6101. I gathered that in the case of the electric com- 
ponents that the Southern is the biggest? — In resDect of 
the electric, yes, but it does not affect the other half at all. 
It is 70 per cent, of half. 

6102. {Mr. Harold Willis ) : Whatever the position in 
regard to the steam calculation, whether right or wrong, 
in the result you are going to be more right to-day if you 
take the right figures for a part -than if you continue to 
take old figures? — Statistically you might not be, Mr. 
Willis. You might very well not be, and that is why, in 
the absence of the full knowledge of the new ones, it is 
extremely dangerous. 

6103. Is not that, Mr. Hill, because you are still con- 
fused about ithe manner in which these calculations were 
made? — I do not think so, Mr. Willis. 

6104. How can they react on one another? Let us take 
this sample case. Assume you have five bits in the matter, 
and the fifth bit represents 70 per cent, of Che total. The 
fifth bit can now be accurately calculated. The remain- 
ing four bits — the 30 per cent. — have been calculated on 
an old basis and may or may not be accurate. Some 
may be too high, you -say, some may be too low. Can 
you seriously suggest that by taking for 70 per cent, of the 
total Che right figure, you are not increasing your chances 
of being right for the whole? — I Chink you probably are 
increasing your chances of being right ; that is about as 
high as I can put it. 

6105. Very well ; so much for Che movement expenses. 
—So much for half the movement expenses. 

6106. You are not criticising the steam element? — No ; 
I am adhering 'throughout to your formula. 

6107. And there has been no alteration made in the 
formula so far as the steam element is concerned ; we 
are both proceeding on the same basis, so far as that is 
concerned — it is merely on the major part of the electric 
element that we have adopted this method? — Yes. 

6108. So it still follows, does it not, whether steam is 
right or whether it is wrong, that looking at the whole 
thing together, steam and electric, we are more likely to be 
right adopting the same figures for the Southern Electric 
than we were before? — Yes ; there is a better chance of 
being nearer to it, but you still have to fill in the other 
parts. . 

6109. No one suggests — quite certainly >we do not — that 
we could work out /these London Lines figures with com- 
plete accuracy? — I still say that if you did this exercise 
in relation to the 70 per cent., you could do it in relation 
to the others. 

6110. There would be a very great deal of work in- 
volved in that? — Yes, I quite agree ; there would be a 
very great deal of work involved. 

(Mr. Poole): I think Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence accepted 
the £11.2m. ; I lam not quite sure whether he accepted the 
£1 1.6m. I know he does not accept the £12. Om. 

6111. [Mr. Harold Willis): The point of agreement is 
that both in the £11.6m. and the £12. 0m., the steam 
element, is on the same basis of B.T.C. 108 adjusted for in- 
creased expenditure ; so the steam element in all the three 
bases has not been altered except by the ordinary increases 
which Mr. Hill accepts himself, but where Mr. Hill and Sir 
Reginald are taking the same figure on the steam 
element. (To the Witness): I think that is right, is it 
not? — Yes, I am sure it is. 
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(Mr. Poole): I am thinking of when Mr. Lawrence 
was cross-examining Sir Reginald ; he accepted the figure 
of f 11.2m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis ) : Yes ; that was the figure which 
he accepted. That is the figure which applies both to 
the steam and to the electric element on the B.T.C. 108 
basis, adjusted. 

(Mr. Poole): And the £0.4m. is the Saturday evening 
wage rates, heating and so on. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Yes; that is still on the basis 
of lifting up the original basis, but in a different way 
from the way in which it was done in 1951. 

(Mr. Poole): Yes. I was not sure of the difference 
between the £11.2m. and the £11.6m. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : With every desire to help, 
I could not go beyond the £11.2m. 

(Mr. Poole): Yes. I wanted to eliminate the competi- 
tion as much as I could. 

6112. (Mr. Harold Willis) (to the Witness): Coming 
now to the terminal expenses, here again you are in 
effect, as 1 understand it, re-arguing your 25 per cent, 
instead of our one-third? — Yes. 

6113. You say — and we will consider it in a moment — 
that you have rather more material now to support your 
25 per cent., and that is why you thought yourself 
justified in reopening the matter? — Yes — not as much as 
I hoped to have. 

6114. You mean that you have not as much informa- 
tion as you would hope to have had ; you are referring 
to the correspondence? — Yes. 

6115. So far as the terminal expenses are concerned, 
you appreciate that Sir Reginald has taken a round 
figure of one-third without saying that that was a figure 
which was capable of any further precise or mathematical 
ascertainment? — I accept that. 

6116. It is a broad estimate; it must be, whether you 
do it or Sir Reginald does it, a broad estimate of the 
relation between the two types of expenses? — Yes. 

6117. And the whole question is whether Sir Reginald’s 
one-third is nearer the mark than your 25 per cent.? — Yes. 

6118. That is the whole question. In considering a 
matter of this kind there are, of course, various tests 
that could be made for the purpose of seeing whether 
the thing is about right or not? — Yes. 

6119. Do you remember Sir Reginald Wilson on the 
Seventh Day — I think it was at Question 1709 — referring 
to the fact that the costs of steam services were very 
much higher than the costs of electric services? — I think 
he said “ higher ”. 

6120. Yes — they were higher than electric services; 
that the movement costs of steam services were higher 
than the movement costs of electric services. — Yes, I 
think I can accept that. 

6121. Would you turn to page 117 of Day 7 ; perhaps 
1 might just read the paragraph to you so as to refresh 
your memory on the point : “ Let us suppose that the 
steam are only one-and-a-half times the electric ; that the 
movement cost of the steam car is only one-and-a-half 
times that of the electric car. The steam services up 
and down the country account for about 90 per cent, 
and the electric services account for about 10 per cent. 
These are very broad figures, of course. I am merely 
trying to illustrate to you how some of these things 
work. As 1 said, if the steam movement costs half as 
much again as the electric movement costs (in London 
they are double) then the average addition of one-third 
for the terminal costs should — other things being equal — 
be 32 per cent, for the steam services and 48 per cent, 
for the electric ", — Yes. 

6122. “ You will find that by checking back ”, and so 
on. That would be right, would it not? — I think it is 
mathematically right, yes. 

6123. And, of course, if you adopt the one-third which 
has been derived broadly from the position up and down 
the country, where it is predominantly steam, where you 
are dealing with an area which is predominantly electric, 
you are applying a figure which, for electric, is on the low 
side if you accept that arithmetic? — No ; I think we are 
confusing two things. What we are concerned with is 



the appropriate loading for terminal expenses. I do not 
think that is addressed to that particular issue ; I do 
not think it proves anything in relation to the point we 
are trying to seek. 

6124. As I understand it, the one-third is derived from 
the experience overall — from the overall experience that 
by and large terminal costs represent one-third of move- 
ment costs? — I agree. 

6125. And by and large there is a preponderance of 
steam movement over the Commission as a whole? — Yes. 

6126. And we know that steam movement is more 
costly than electric movement? — Yes. 

6127. And if you are working on a figure derived from 
a preponderance of steam movement, is it not right— at 
least, is it not reasonable — to say that if you are looking 
at the matter only in relation to electric movement, you 
would get a higher figure than 33y per cent.? — Yes ; but 
that does not necessarily justify taking a national average 
at all. 

6128. No, but let us take the points one at a time. Then 
have you considered how the figure can be checked in 
relation to passenger journeys? — Yes. 

6129. We know that passenger journeys in London 
represent about 46 per cent., do they not, of all the 
passenger journeys on British Railways? — I agree, yes. 

6130. And does the cost of terminal expenses on London 
Lines on the figure which Sir Reginald has put in come 
to just over 2d. per passenger journey? Perhaps I had 
better help you by showing you how that is built up — 
No, I do not follow that. 

6131. Passenger journeys for “Y” year on London 
Lines, according to B.T.C. 502, are 450,000,000? — Yes. 

6132. British Railways outside London, 531, 000, 0002- 
Yes. 

6133. That is on B.T.C. 601. Therefore, the London 
figure is 46 per cent, of the total? — Yes. 

6134. That is a percentage of the 450,000,000 plus the 
531,000,000? — Yes; it has been fairly static for some 
years. 

6135. Sir Reginald’s figure for terminal expenses is 
£4m.? — Yes. 

6136. That, divided by 450 million journeys, produces 
2d. per passenger journey? — It is exactly 2d., is it not — 
or just a little over. I quite agree. 

6137. You know, do you not, from the figures given 
at the last hearing on B.T.C. 110, that the ratio of specific 
expenses in London to the total specific expenses on British 
Railways is 14 to 92, or 15 per cent.? — Yes. I made that 
my critical test ; I put it at 15.2 per cent. 

6138. Can you calculate that the cost of expenses per 
passenger journey outside London is just over 10d.? — • 
No doubt it could be easily calculated ; I have not done it, 
but it would be about that. 

6139. Of course it is perfectly true that to account for 
the difference between 2d. and lOd. there are factors out- 
side London which are different from the factors inside 
London? — Yes — very, very different. 

6140. Had you those two figures in your mind when 
you criticised our figure for terminal expenses? — I had 
not the actual figures of 2d. and lOd. in my mind, but 
1 had in my mind the figures from which they are derived. 
I cannot say 'that I have actually worked the 2d. and 
lOd. out. 

6141. Another test would be, would it not, to see what 
the figures were for London Transport? — Yes ; I think 
I did make this test actually. It is not a test ; it is some- 
thing to look at, really. 

6142. I do not intend to take you through the detail 
for the moment ; I will put the figures to you, and if you 
do not agree them we may have to go into it in more 
detail. I am giving you 1949 for the moment ; the move- 
ment costs on London Transport Railways came to 
£7. 449m. and terminal costs came to £3. 616m.? — Yes. 

6143. Giving a proportion of terminal to movement of 
49 per cent.? — Yes. 

6144. Have you investigated those figures? — Yes. 

6145. Have you done this calculation? — Not exactly, 
but almost the same. I remember doing it now. 
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6146. And that is a useful check, is it not? — No, I do 
not think so. 

6147. Why not? — One has to assume that the terminal 
costs on London Lines, or anything like the set-up, is 
nothing like that which applies on the Underground system. 
It just is not. It is quite obvious that the expense of 
stations or anything like that on the Underground system 
is bound to be very high. There is a multiplicity of stations 
per mile to track ; there is the tremendous congestion ; 
there are important big stations like Charing Cross and all 
that type of station. There are too many differences. 
That is the opinion I have formed, and that is the basis 
upon which I have formed it. 

6148. You know the figure of the stations in the London 
Area, do you? — The London Transport stations, about 
250 ; the London Lines, about 600. There is such a vast 
difference between the intensified lines on the London 
Underground and the average applied to London Lines 
which, after all, do extend well out into the country. 

6149. At any rate, you would agree with this, would you 
not, that that is a figure which ought to be looked at for 
the purpose of giving you some comparable check? — No, 
I do not really think so. I did myself admittedly apply 
all sorts of tests like that, and I quite frankly agree that 
was one of them ; but I do not think it is one that ought 
to be looked at. After all, you -have the information by 
which this could be done with some precision without all 
these extraneous checks. 

6150. You were concerned with the number of stations, 
were you not, because you asked us for them. Why was 
that? — I wanted to form an idea of the stations to get 
an idea of the London ratio. I had formed the idea that 
the number of stations in the London Lines was about 520, 
and I was not far out, as it was about 600. As a matter of 
fact, it was one of the tests that I applied in saying : Well, 
take things like station foremen and things like that. It is 
a group test to begin with. 

6151. Did you find out on our basis of terminal expenses 
that on the £4m. the average cost per station would be 
£6,600? — I could see that it would be, yes. 

6152. If we take the terminal expenses of London Trans- 
port in 1952 — these are the “ Y ” year figures — as £4.4m., 
that compares with the 3.6m. I gave you for 1949, with 
the 230 stations, what would the average cost per station 
be there? — Just under £20,000. 

6153. So that the terminal expenses of £4m. compared 
with £4.46m. in itself does give you per station on London 
Transport a very much higher cost per station? — Indeed 
it does. It is what one would expect, but you have not 
the slightest indication here that it gives you enough, and 
I do not think it does if you apply a test much more 
closely associated to the point at issue. Even if you go 
off and look at a different undertaking you cannot, in my 
submission, justify the 15.2 per cent. Taking it in compari- 
son with London Transport, you can do all sorts of things 
with these figures ; there is such a vast difference between 
the London Underground system and the very much 
larger number of stations on the London Lines. 

6154. You know that a substantial part of the London 
Transport system is over ground? — Quite true. 

6155. Do you in fact know what is the proportion of 
the underground and open in London Transport? — I 
should think the actual number of stations that are under- 
ground is probably only about 30 per cent, of the total. 
I do not know, but I would say in terms of expense that 
that 30 per cent, may well account for about 80 per cent, 
of the total. After all, the maintenance of the under- 
ground, with all its lifts and staff, is vastly higher than the 
maintenance of just a brick struction on the surface, which 
requires hardly any maintenance apart from cleaning and 
occasional minor repairs. 

6156. But is not one of the factors one must take into 
account that in the case of stations, it is not the main- 
tenance of the station which is the expensive item, but 
the porterage of the stations? — I agree. 

6157. And in the case of London Transport you have 
the self-closing doors, which relieve you from a good deal 
of your porterage duties? — Yes, some part of it, but you 
always get attendants all along the platform. 

6158. All along? — Four or five on a platform. 
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6159. Very well? — After all, the doors do shut, but 
very few of them announce that they are going to shut, 
which is the function of the porter. 

( President ) : All combined together, we know something 
about the stations on the London Underground, and we 
know how many attendants there are on the station for 
the train. 

6160. (Mr. Harold Willis ): Can I look at it from a 
slightly different point of view? You have sought to 
justify your figure of 25 per cent, by going through 
various elements in the matter and saying : Well, that is 
going to cost rather more on the average in London 
Lines than elsewhere, and that is going to cost rather 
less? — Yes. 

6161. That is the sort of thing — and you used the 
phrase ; this is in relation to the 15 per cent. — “ However 
you juggle the pieces, you cannot get more than 12 per 
cent.”? — That is what my figures show, yes. 

6162. You cannot, on your approach, with any precision 
get to any figure at all? — You cannot get to any definite 
figure and say, “ That is it ”. But you can get to a figure 
and say, having regard to how it is done, it cannot contain 
a very large margin of error, and you can make a 
deduction. It is likely to be much more correct than the 
15.2 per cent. 

6163. Let us just look at one or two items. I do not 
want to take too long on this, but I would like to look 
at one or two of your examples. You referred, for in- 
stance, to passenger porters. Do you remember that? — 
Yes. 

6164. And you did in fact give a figure of 26,000? — 
The number of porters in the whole of the country, I 
think it was. 

6165. Yes. In fact I do not put this as a matter of 
criticism of you, but of that 26,000, only some 16,000 
does in fact actually represent passenger porters? — Yes. 

6166. You have said that 26,000 was the passenger 

porters. Do you remember giving that figure? — Yes, 
I am just trying to find 

6167. It is question 5548, Day 16? — Yes ; I am trying 
to find the reference on which it was based. 

6168. You are looking at it on VIII-10? — I referred to 
this 26,000 porters on VIII-10 as distinct from another 
14,000 goods porters. 

6169. What I want to get correct is that 26,000. Does 
it in fact include some 10,000 who are parcels porters, 
and who are not in this calculation at all, so that there 
are only 16,000 passenger porters? — Yes, I agree that. 

6170. You said in question 5550 that so far as porters 
were concerned, the .main duty was baggage carrying : 
that was the .substance of it, was it not? — Yes, and 
attendance on travellers. 

6171. But is not the main duty of porters, particularly 
at peak hours, to be in contact with the guard for the 
purpose of getting the train away safely? — Yes, but I 
do not think it is the only function of a porterage service. 

6172. But that is the function for which the porter 
has to be provided? — Some of them. 

6173. You have to have porters on the platform for the 
purpose of seeing your train safely away? — Quite — one 
or two. 

6174. And that is their most important function, is it 
not? — I should think it is by far the most vital function, 
but not the most costly. 

6175. Where we do not agree with you is where you 
say it is only a small part of the porter’s duty to get train- 
ings safely away and shut doors, and so on? — Let me 
say quite frankly that from the point of view of import- 
ance, it is the most vital duty of a certain number of 
porters, but it cannot be said, by any means, to be the 
most costly of all the porterage services. 

6176. But that applies to all the porters, does it not? 
—Yes. 

6177. Very well. Then so far as the documentation 
is concerned, you concede, I gather, that in London 
Lines it will be more than 15 per cent? — Unquestionably. 

6178. If you take into account that London Lines is 
46 per cent, of the total passenger journeys, you are going 
to have a much bigger figure for documentation in Lon- 
don? — Unquestionably. 
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6179. And is it not true to say that if you look at these 
things broadly, those elements which go to bring it below 
15 per cent, are equal, by and large, to the ones which 
bring it above 15 per cent.? — I do not think they are. 
It was put to me by Sir Malcolm Trustram Eve that there 
are some here and some there, and if you look at it 
broadly they cancel out. The more attempts you make 
to get down to it to evaluate the several parts, the more 
definite I think is the view that you must form that the 
figure must be under 15 per cent. It was put like that 
bn the previous occasion when all the factors were not 
enumerated. They were not set out and perhaps our 
attempts to set them out could have brought this matter 
to a complete conclusion. 

6180. Now can you just answer me these broad ques- 
tions on these terminal expenses : Would you regard 
London Lines as more comparable with London Transport, 
or more comparable with British Railways outside London? 
— I do not think it is very comparable with either. I think 
it is fairly comparable with parts of London Transport, 
and fairly comparable with some of the suburban ser- 
vices round one or two of the other larger provincial 
centres, but I do not really think it is comparable at all 
in that sense taking just the two big units. 

6181. Can you not say it is closer to one than to the 
other? — I would not dare to, no. 

6182. Now may we leave terminal costs and go on for 
a short time to parcels. I am not going to take up 
time on this ; the parcels question had been gone into 
before, and I just want to get a few facts from you. Do 
you know that very few parcels in the London Lines 
area are in fact carried otherwise than in parcels trains? 

• — Comparatively few on the main lines. 

6183. In the Central Area of the London Lines area, 
are they all carried by road? — That I do not know, and 
candidly I do not know what “ Central Area ” means. 

6184. In the inner part of the London Lines area — I 
am not suggesting it is a precise area — parcels are carried 
by road, and in the outer area there are very few cases 
of such parcels being carried otherwise than in parcels 
trains. Would that be a fair remark? — I doubt if it 
would ; one can only use one’s eyes in the matter, and 
stations I know always have a lot of parcels about them. 

6185. Which stations? — I see parcels being brought on 
at my own station at Bromley, and also at Beckenham. I 
do not know whether they are in the inner area or the 
outer area, but they are not free of parcels by any means. 

6186. Do you know where they are going to be carried? 
— They are being taken off trains and being put on trains. 
I do not know where they are going to or coming from, 
but I know I receive parcels from Bromley South Station, 
and I know I send them from Bromley South Station. 

6187. And is it on the strength of that that you say it is 
0.3? — No, indeed not. The traffic is there, and it is 
there for people to see. 

6188. And the cost has to be incurred on the train any- 
how, whether there is a parcel in the van or not? — Yes, 
I agree that, and of course, the train has got to be run 
for 100 passengers or for two passengers. 

6189. I will not take up any more time on parcels. 
Let us turn now to Central Charges on London Lines. 
I just want to see that I follow you on this: you base 
your Central Charges for London Lines, do you not, by 
accepting a certain percentage for British Railways as a 
whole, and you gave certain figures at Question 5493, if 
you can just turn to that. If you remember, you said 
what the tests were? — -That is right ; I think there were 
three. 

6190. Yes, namely to get at the total interest, to allocate 
70 per cent, of the total interest to British Railways as 
a whole, and then in turn to allocate a part of it to 
London Lines in the ratio which London Lines working 
expenses bears to the total of British Railways working 
expenses? — Yes, that is what I call Test No. 1. which 
was in fact the one which Sir Reginald propounded. 

6191. If we take that test, let us see if there is much 
between us here : Total Central Charges is 54.3? — £54.3m.? 

6192. Yes. — We are talking about “Y” year, are we? 

6193. Yes. — I should have to follow that. Here again 
I have worked it out on the 1951 basis and then projected 
the figures. 



( President ) : Mr. Hill will still say the figure is £54.3m. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : He may not. 

6194. ( President ): Mr. Hill will not agree your figure 

of £53. 3m. ; you are taking it from B.T.C. 401, and it 
includes special items. He probably agrees with the 
dissection ■ 

(Mr. Harold Willis ) (To the Witness)'. Would you look 
at B.T.C. 401 ; can we first of all see the £55. 3m.? — Yes. 

6195. If your special items amounting to £1.0m. come 
out, of course that goes down to £54.3m.? — That is so, 
and there is the credit interest in line 15. 

6196. Let us leave that out at this stage. — As you wish. 

6197. If we take the British Railways 70 per cent, of 

that 

(President) : Is it 70 per cent.? 

6198. (Mr. Harold Willis): That is what Mr. Hill has 

said at Question 5493. (To the Witness ): Is that right? 
— Yes. My first test was to apply Sir Reginald’s 70 

per cent., and then I used the higher figure. 

6199. Let us see wb^.re we are getting to on the 70 
per cent. If we apply 70 per cent., I think we took 
London Lines expenses at 20 per cent. — that is our figure 
for London Lines expenses. That is on the basis of 
12.44?— Yes. 

6200. That is why I said that this figure was probably 
affected by London Lines expenses? — Yes. 

6201. And the total expenses of British Railways is 
£388m. ; that is on B.T.C. 401, line' 6? — Yes. 

6202. If we do that arithmetic, I have worked that out 
for £54.3m. as £1.96m. ; of course, it will be something 
slightly less than that for £53. 3m. — I think that it is. 

6203. I am told that on the £53. 3m. it is £1.92m. ; if we 
take £54.3m. it is £1.96m. — in other words if we take 
out the special items it is £1.92m.? — Yes, I accept that. 

6204. If you take out interest and miscellaneous re- 
ceipts, it is something a little less still? — Yes. 

6205. It is very close to £2m.? — If you take that off, 
think it would be about £1.8m., would it not? 

6206. I am afraid I was not quite accurate ; the £53. 3m. 
excludes the special items and the interest and mis- 
cellaneous receipts, so that it is £1.92m. after excluding 
both those items. — I will just check that, if I may. 

6207. Please do. — I do not get to £1.92m. 

6208. It is 20 over 388 off 70 per cent. — Yes, I do agree 
that. 

6209. What I was really anxious about — this is why I 
pursued this — was to try to see whether there was 
really very much between us on Central Charges apart 
from any argument you have as to expenses ; if it were 
right on expenses on your basis it comes to very nearly 
£2m. — Yes. In my Table CC/H. 120A the amount I put 
in is £1.8m. 

6210. So there is not very much between us on that, 
is there? — Very little indeed. That £1.8m. in column 4 
of that table is the addition of lines 7, 8 and 9 ; the 
difference is at the most £0.1 m. 

(President): The method you have been following, 
taking the “ Y ” year figures, is not the method which 
Mr. Hill finally adopted in arriving at his figure ; he took 
the second of his methods. 

( The Witness) : If I may refer back again, I took the 
three for each of the years 1948 to 1951 inclusive and 
plotted the three. I took the highest charge thrown up 
by any of the three methods. 

6211. ( President ): If you look at Questions 5498 and 
5499, when you were giving us the advantage of your view 
as to what the percentage of British Railways on the 
whole was, you arrived there at 72 per cent.? — Yes, Sir. 

6212. You arrived at this by looking at the fixed assets 
and you call it your second method? — Yes, Sir ; and then 
I have a third method. I summarised the three and took 
the highest figure thrown up by any one of the three 
methods in any of the years. 

6213. It does not sound a very attractive way, to lake 
the highest of each of the three methods ; it is generous, 
no doubt, but I prefer myself to follow each one through. 
— Yes, I appreciate that, Sir. 



i 



o 



* i 



* j* 



* 



« 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 



355 



14 April, 1953] 



Mr. Stanley William Hill 



[' Continued 



6214. {Mr. Harold Willis ): But if you took the lowest 
percentage, the 70 per cent., you still get very near our 
figure? — In “Y” year there is £0.1m. difference. 

6215. In “ Y ” year you probably would get to our 
figure? — Probably. 

6216. So there is not much room for debate between us 
on Central Charges, London Lines? — I am sure there is 
not. 

6217. {President)'. In any event you agree that on these 
London Lines calculations, whether it be on the work- 
ing expenses point or the Central Charges point, there 
must be quite an appreciable room for error? — I do agree, 
Sir. 

6218. There must be? — Yes. 

6219. {Mr. Harold Willis) : And, of course — this is one 
last matter on London Lines — to the extent that you have 
said that London Lines has shown a surplus of £9m., that 
surplus disappears, I think, completely, if the figures which 
I have put to you are right — if the £20m. is the right 
figure for movement expenses over the period? — Yes. 

6220. I am sorry ; let me put this the other way round. 
Your figure of £9m. surplus is, of course, dependent on 
the accuracy of your approach to all these figures? — Yes, 
but it does not mean that if I am wrong at any one point 
the whole thing goes. 

6221. No, but it works right back? — No, by no means. 
For instance, on this question of the vehicle movement 
costs and the addition, it may well be that on an entirely 
different test on Southern Electric it has now been estab- 
lished that the figure should be £11.6m. instead of £11. 2m. 
in total. You cannot infer that that was so for 1948, 
1949 and 1950 ; that would be stretching it too far — much 
too far. 

6222. Why do you assume that? — Because you cannot 
assume the contrary — you cannot possibly assume the 
contrary. 

6223. I do not follow why you say that. If the figures 
are now shown to be more correct for the purposes of 
“ Y ” year, why are not comparable figures going to be 
more correct in the earlier years? — Because the whole 
operation is changing the whole time. You could not 
possibly say that because the two calculations produce a 
different result in “ Y ” year, that was a constant differ- 
ence going back in 1950, 1949 and 1948. 

6224. Perhaps this is the crucial change — when did the 
biggest change in the pattern of the traffic take place? 
— I do not know. I suppose it is a continuous pro- 
cess the whole time. So far as costs are concerned, it 
must be a constant change. So I certainly could not 
conceive, even if this unknown method employed by the 
Southern Region recently produced better results — and I 
do not concede that it does — that it could possibly go 
back over the years. 

6225. Let us take one instance. When, for instance, did 
the 44-hour week come in? — I cannot call that to mind 
— 1947, I suppose. 

6226. Yes — so that in about 1947 it is suggested that 
there was some biggish factor which may affect the posi- 
tion after 1947? — Yes, but those were factors which were 
being taken care of in your adjustments. You could 
not possibly overlook a factor like the 44-hour week, 
and you adjusted for it correctly. 

6227. I am not going to debate this matter to any 

appreciable extent, because at this Inquiry there is no 
substantial amount of revenue being provided on our case 
to meet deficits. — On your case there is not much surplus 
over and above 

6228. — what we need for the current position? — That 
is so. 

6229. So whether in the past there were surpluses or 
deficits is to a large extent technical in this Inquiry? — 
Yes, if you look at it in that way. 

6230. Nearly the last matter I want to deal with is the 
question of trends ; I promised you when you raised it 
on the Sixteenth Day that I was going to deal with it. 
That question arises, of course, only in this sense : For 
the purposes of the budgets which have been provided 
for London Transport, the trend and the question as to 
whether the trend was or was not taken into account 
last time, is irrelevant? — Would you say that again ; I 
am so sorry. 



6231. Assuming that the Commission is right in its 
estimate of expenses and receipts for London Transport 
in “ Y ” year, then it does not matter what happened to 
the trend last time? — Yes, I think that is right. 

6232. Surely the position is that the trend argument only 
becomes relevant if we look at B.T.C. 402, when we are 
seeking to justify the matter in relation to its deterioration 
since the last hearing? — I think so, yes. 

6233. As I understand it, the suggestion which is made 

is this, is it not, that if in fact the Tribunal did take 
into account the second £3m. in its previous decision, then 
pro tanto that amount of increase has been taken care 
of? — Yes, I think that is so, with just one little qualifica- 
tion — I am sorry to add so many. That is, that it could 
have a relevance to the absolute as compared with the 
comparative position, if I may put it in that way, just in 
this one sense, that this is a measure for “ Y ” year, but 
presumably it is a Charges Scheme not meant to have 
a life of 12 months. Unless there is a disturbing factor, 
presumably it is meant to go on rather longer. These 
trends may become relevant 

6234. That is, future trends? — Yes. 

6235. But what happened to the past trend, as I under- 
stand it, is of no significance? — That is of no significance 
to “ Y ” year, except on a comparative basis. 

6236. Now I just want to ask you a question or two 
about what happened last time. Sir Reginald said that 
the second £3m. was justified because he was assuming a 
6 per cent, rise in costs in the year from October 19517- 
Yes, I think that was so. 

6237. And by June — that is, after eight months — it 
would be a 4 per cent, rise? — That was it. 

6238. And it was on the basis of that percentage 
that the figure of £3m. was calculated for the London 
area? — Yes, that is quite right. 

6239. As I understand it, you said — correct me if I am 
wrong — that no provision ought to be made for that, 
because the trend was likely to be reversed? — After a time, 
yes. 

6240. You said it was likely to be reversed by the spring 
of 1952 ; do you remember that? — Yes. That is the one 
thing that was quoted in the papers from what I said ; 
I cannot forget it ! 

6241. I do not know whether you would like this oppor- 
tunity of publicly indicating that your prophecy has not 
been fulfilled? — No ; I was getting worried in the early 
spring that it was going to be falsified. What I was saying 
was that the trend of prices would begin to change in the 
spring. That was a matter of opinion, of course, and as 
it happened they did — commodity prices have been falling 
since the late spring of 1952. Of course, that was lucky. 

6242. But you were dealing with the working expenses 

of the Commission? — Yes ; I did say that wages might go 
on rising 

6243. In Question 7018 at the last hearing you were 
asked : “ Are we to take it as your considered opinion 
that, so far as that is concerned, the working expenses 
of the Commission are not likely ito be more but that they 
might be less? ” — Yes. 

6244. And your answer was : “ I think they will be more 
up to that point ” — that was the spring of next year — the 
spring of 1952 — “and then less”. — Yes; I was hopelessly 
wrong about wages. 

6245. What proportion of the Commission’s working 
expenses is attributable to wages? — A very large pro- 
portion. 

6246. Would you say it was two-thirds? — I think it is a 
little more than that. 

6247. So that your broad prophecy, so far as the Com- 
mission was concerned, was hopelessly wrong? — Yes. I 
was right about the prices, but I did not foresee that we 
would have a second round of wage increases — and had 
certain things been different, we probably would not have 
had it, but that is political. 

6248. Are you now telling the Tribunal that the trend 
of expenses, so far as the Commission is concerned, has 
been reversed? — I am a bit worried about this wages 
question ; it may be that they will be. faced with further 
demands, and they will have to give way to them, but I 
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do not know. I think the commodity prices on balance, 
even allowing for a little increase in steel, will continue 
to go down. 

6249. The commodity prices have very little relevance, 

have they not, to the expenses of the Commission? You 
have quoted a lot of figures of commodities ; I do not 
know whether . — They should, you know. 

6250. I do not know if you have examined them, but 
a large number of them in fact had very little significance 
at all. — They must in aggregate account for everything but 
wages, practically. 

6251. Yes, tout you gave us a list, you remember. I 
do not think it was put in, but the Tribunal have it and 
I do not think I need trouble the Tribunal with it, Mr. 
Hill, but you did very kindly hand us a list containing 
wholesale prices and index numbers covering a variety of 
commodities, a large .number of which in fact so far as 
the Commission are concerned, represent a very small 
element in their expenses bill. — I cannot think where the 
missing commodities are then in that oase. I mean to 
say a lot of these were basic commodities like iron and 
steel. 

6252. Take steel and iron. Iron has certainly not come 
down, has it? That is at its highest point now. In 
February, 1953, it was £13.95 a ton. What about steel 
and heavy rails? Still at the highest point. — Those two 
always move together, yes. Their origin is related to the 
third one, coal ; the movement of cost is largely related 
to coal. 

6253. Coal and wages? — Coal and wages, yes. 

6254. What is the coal figure? — The coal figure of 
course has never gone down, tout the rate of increase has 
gone down. 

6255. But it is now £3.492 per ton. I suppose these are 
pithead prices? — They are the pithead prices of Durham 
best coal. 

6256. And those are the three main items together 
with wages, which affect the expenses of the Commis- 
sion? — Yes, I am sure that is right, tout it is necessary 
to keep in mind that the increase in iron and steel prices 
is completely out of sympathy with the trend in world 
prices. The recent increases are due to the rise in coal 
prices which are also out of sympathy with the moverrlent 
of world prices, and entirely due to the financial position 
of the 'National Coal Board. 

6257. The Commission, Mr. Hill, has to take things as 
they find them. — Yes, of course. 

6258. And whether in an ideal world the National Coal 
Board could work on a different basis we do not know, 
but taking it as we find it we are faced with this position. 
—Yes, you are. 

6259. What I am suggesting to you is that a number of 
the items that you have set out in this list, for instance 
linseed oil, soda crystals, various disinfectants and various 
matters of that kind, have very small significance as com- 
pared with iron and steel. — I suppose that is undoubtedly 
right. 

. 6260. Therefore to put in a list which indicates that 
Some items have started going down is not a very big 
consolation to the Commission if they represent very little 
in money. — First of all, lest it be wrongly thought, I did 
not choose the items. It purports to be a list of com- 
modities used in public transport, as selected by “ The 
Economist ". 1 grant if iron and steel are going up it 

does not help very much if made-up clothing and 
Stationery are coming down ; that is quite true. But if 
you take the trend of them and follow them through and 
say. Well, now why did iron and steel go up and why 
did coal go up there, from that I think you can draw 
the deduction that apart from those particular changes 
in iron and steel, the general trend is downward. 

6261. ( President ): Would you not, Mr. Hill, also have 
to ask why peppermint drops go down, there may be 
some specially identifiable reason, or stationery? — That 
is so, Sir, if you take any one commodity ; but match 
them up with the general index of wholesale commodities 
and with the index of world commodities then it does 
begin to mean something. Even since I started this 
evidence there has been another fall in the wholesale price 
index for minerals, textiles and miscellaneous, for each of 
those groups. Food is going the other way. 



6262. What about rents and rates? Which way are 
they going? — Rents are static, rates are going up. 

{President) : We may see that something else has gone 
up at 4.30! 

6263. {Mr. Harold Willis) : Now Mr. Hill, you have 

forecast the possibility of further wage increases. I do 
not know whether you are aware that the Commission 
is likely to be facing a further expenditure on pensions. 
Have you read in “ Hansard ” that the Minister of Trans- 
port announced on the 16th March, 1953, that . — Oh, 

yes, ex-railway workers’ pensions ; yes, I did hear some- 
thing about that. 

6264. That, of course, without trying to put a figure on 
it, is an element which will increase the burden? — I should 
think so, but I should not think it is a very big one. 

6265. .Let me see if I can try to shorten this. 

( President ) : I do not want to interrupt, Mr. Willis, but 
we are discussing what the likely movements are going 
to be in “ Y ” year, are we not? 

(Mr. Harold Willis ): Yes. 

(President) : Are you not limited, or have you not 
attempted to limit us, by your definition of the circum- 
stances which you assume to be the circumstances of “ Y ” 
year in your explanatory note? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Yes, for the purpose of the 
estimates ; this is the point dealing with the trend. The 
argument I understand Mr. Lawrence is going to make 
is that there was an allowance made for trend by the 
Tribunal, or may have been made by the Tribunal, last 
time. Unless there is still the same trend then that has 
already been taken care of, and it was for the purpose 
of suggesting that to-day there is, in fact, looking beyond 
December, 1952, a trend not very dissimilar from the 
trend last time. 

( President ) : Speaking for myself it is always a pleasure 
to hear Mr. Lawrence, but I hope the passage dealing 
with this will not be very long. 

(Mr. Lawrence)-. It must, of course, as I pointed out 
in the evidence, be hypothetical because I had not the 
advantage of knowing what was in the mind of the 
Tribunal on this point when they came to their decision 
last time. 

( President ) : Hypotheses often take longer than anything 
else. 

(Mr. Lawrence) : I promise this one will not because I 
am quite satisfied that you are in possession of the argu- 
ment already, and no words of mine are necessary to either 
expand or embellish it. 

(President): That is a very hopeful observation. 

6266. (Mr. Harold Willis) : With that encouragement let 
me try to see if I can shorten this matter. You are not 
as I understand it prepared to say that there is not so far 
as the Commission’s expense account is concerned, likely 
to be a downward trend in future. You are not going to 
say that? — I think on the commodities side .there will. 

6267. No. — You mean in total? 

6268. In total. — No, I would not say that, Mr. Willis, 
no ; not for another eighteen months or two years. 

6269. Will you accept over the next two years, say from 
now until the end of September, there will be a rise of 
about 4 per cent.? — No. 

6270. What figure would you suggest? — I think you can 
take the position and say. it is likely to be a fair measure 
of the average over the next year to eighteen months. 

6271. If you say what?— That the present position is 
likely to toe proved to be the average. 

6272. Do you mean to say there is going to be no 
increase from now onwards? — I do not think there will be 
anything much, no. Mind you, there again I do not see 
what is going to happen about wages, but I cannot see why 
there should be another wage round. Apart from that I 
do not think there would be much in it, and there again 
that means of course, Mr. Willis, provided there is not 
an extra petrol duty and that sort of thing. 

6273. We cannot speculate on that. — No, I think one can 
say that taking the combined effect of them, we are just 
about on the level now with costs, some going down and 
some going up. 
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6274. You put that forward with the same confidence 
as you put it forward last time. — Yes. 

6275. Let me ask you this, do you know that so far as 
wages are concerned there has in fact, in January and 
February of this year, been a very substantial wage increase 
in the country as a whole. Do you know that? — There 
have been several wage increases in January and February 
this year, hut I do not think there has been a general round 
of wage increases. 

6276. Do you know the statistics show that in January 
and February of this year wage rates went up over the 
country as a whole by £690,000 a week? — What is that as 
a percentage? 

■6277. Making £35m. a year. That is the extent of wage 
increases in January and February. — No, I do not know 
what they mean unless you can tell me to what industries 
they relate and what percentage. 

6278. This comes from the Ministry of Labour Gazette ; 
it is their figure, and it is in their issue of March, 1953. 
You know they set out a variety of industry groups, as 
they call them. Mining is one of the substantial ones, 
building is another, public administration is another. They 
are all set out on that list, and it is stated that the estimated 
amount of the increase in weekly wages is a figure of 
£697,100. In the corresponding month of 1952 — and this 
is perhaps the significant point — the comparable figure 
was £1,276,000. — Yes. 

6279. So you have wage increases in two months of this 
year of over half the comparable figures last year. — Yes. 

6280. That does not suggest, does it, that we have yet 
reached stability? — No, but of course the London Trans- 
port wage increase was fairly recent, it was December, 
1952, I think. I think I am right in that. And therefore 
(they come round in cycles) it might very well be that 
these are the people late in the round. Yours were half 
way through the round and jt may very well be that the 
circle after circle of wage increases will have been arrested 
before transport workers come round again. I do not 
know, but if yours is as recent as December that could 
happen. 

6281. It was not December ; it was September.— Then 
there is a relatively greater chance of your having to 
face another application. 

6282. Then I think the last matter I want to ask you 
a question about is your CC/H. 122. I just want to see 
that I understand it. What you have done -here, as appears 
from the notes, is to disregard altogether the assets dis- 
placement account — altogether. — Yes, for the reasons I 
have done on the CC/H. 112, of course. 

6283. That has got the effect so far as British Railways 
are concerned of putting up their total to £74.26m.? — 
Yes, correct. 

6284. Then all the other activities are shared in the 
allocation in accordance with the percentages set out in 
column 5? — That is so. 

6285. Which make up the £100m. at the bottom? — - 
That is so, yes. 

6286. And in the last column we see the figure against 
the various activities, making up the total to £45. 04m. 
because this purports only to be dealing with the interest 
element? — Not interest, no ; £43.54m. is interest. 

6287. I am much obliged. There is no stock redemp- 
tion here, is there? — There is no stock redemption in that 
calculation, no ; but it can be done. 

6288. It is merely a matter of adding the appropriate 
figures throughout? — Yes, that is right. I am not saying 
stock redemption should not be in, but this just allocates 
interest and these other charges. 

6289. ( President ) : Stock redemption would add £2.9m. 
to it for 1951? — £2.907m., yes. 

6290. (i Mr. Harold Willis)-. In the last column you set 
out what this calculation makes the contribution of the 
various activities? — Quite, yes. 

6291. Are all the activities able to make that contribu- 
tion? — I have not questioned that. I have not looked into 
that. 

6292. Is that not a matter of any importance? — I could 
imagine that it could be. 

6293. You see this does a very nice sum in theory and 
has the result that some activities are in theory saddled 
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with ,a share of central charges when they may be making 
a loss. What is to happen to that allocation, Mr. Hill? — 
Well it just means that activity is making a loss, it is that 
activity that is causing the deficit. 

6294. How is that element of central charges taken care 
of? Do you allocate it to an activity which has not got 
a surplus to meet the allocation? — Yes. 

6295. What happens to the allocation? — It is all em- 
bodied in the overall deficit. 

6296. lit just makes a further deficit? — It is in the deficit, 
obviously. 

6297. Do you not take the view that in deciding what 
is the appropriate allocation of central charges you must 
look at the prosperity of the various activities? — No, I 
do not ; not on interest charge, no. But if one does, then 
of course you must put a heavy loading where activity 
is very profitable and vice versa ; but I do not take that 
view, no. 

6298. You only proceed on the basis of the interest ; 
you regard that as the governing factor and everything 
else follows that? — Yes. 

6299. All the other elements of central charge are swept 
up with the interest? — Yes, but only for the reason which 
I made clear in the note on my original table, that they 
are so small that you can apply any other reasonable 
method and you will come to the same answer so far 
as £lm. or £0.37m. are concerned. It is just convenience ; 
I do not hold the view that administration should be split 
up on the basis of capital asset values ; I do not think 
there is any relationship one to the other. 

6300. Do you have no regard in considering what is 
the proper allocation of central charges to the opportunity 
or lack of opportunity of the various undertakings to make 
profits? — I have not had regard to that feature, no. 

6301. Is that not clearly a very important factor?— I do 
not think it is important in relation to trying to find out 
what London should contribute, no. 

6302. You are purporting to set out how the whole 
thing should be split up, that is what I thought was the 
object of this document?— I was asked to show the effect 
of the exercise I had done in relation to all the activities. 

6303. And how they would each bear their share of 
central charges? — Precisely. 

6304. And this document shows some will bear a burden 
of central charges which in no conceivable circumstances 
could they carry? — I do not think it does, does it? 

6305. Does it not? — I know of none. 

6306. What about the canals for instance? — They are 
capable of providing £600,000, I think. 

( President ): Try hotels and catering, 1951. Hotels and 
catering certainly have been unfortunate, but that may 
well be altered by the policy of disposing of the hotels, 
which the Commission are following up now. 

6307. {Mr. Harold Willis ) : Is the real fallacy here not 
that you make your calculation on the basis of book 
values. Take canals, for instance, the book value produces 
for them a contribution of so much? — Yes. 

6308. Is one of the major considerations to be taken 
into account not the capacity of the undertaking to make 
profits? — Yes, I think generally that is right to take into 
account, but I do not think it is a relevant thing for the 
purpose of the present exercise to find what we should 
charge against London. 

6309. ( President ): Well, Mr. Hill, we have, have we 
not, under the Act — you and the Tribunal and everyone 
else — to look at the position of the Commission as a 
whole, and so adjust our policies and our decisions to 
see that they pay their way, and in the golden future to 
establish a reserve? — Yes, Sir. 

6310. If we were to approve a system under which 
one or other of the separate activities taken separately 
was to run at a deficit one would never achieve that 
end, would one? — You mean from that, Sir, that others 
must do more than pay their way to make good the deficit 
on the others. 

6311. They must do more than pay or have allocated 
against them a share calculated in the manner you have 
calculated London Transport allocation. — I would not be 
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satisfied that there are any activities here of any size 
that cannot, year in and year out, reasonably pay their 
way. 

6312. (Mr. Harold Willis)'. Are you really suggesting 

that canals, large parts of which are closed, are capable, 
year in and year out, of paying this allocation you have 
made against them? — There are proposals for canals. 
The deficit on canal operation 

6313. ( President ): We have to take two items, have we 
not? — We have. 

6314. (Mr. Harold Willis) : There is a deficit of £300,000, 
is there not, before you come to central charges? — Yes, 
getting on for that. 

6315. You are suggesting by column 6 that they have to 
pay £0.64m.? — I am not suggesting that deficit is inevit- 
able ; I am not suggesting it is going on. 

6316. While it exists, while there is one, how is that 

£0.64m. to be dealt with?— It is in your total deficit, in 
the same way the Commission have maintained that the 
London Transport have made a deficit, yet put against 
it the £5. 5m. If I were to suggest that London Transport 
made a deficit in 1951 (which they did) and could not 
take £4.5m. 

6317. You would put up the fares? — Yes. 

6318. Can you do that in the case of canals? — The 
Commission are propounding selling canals, disposing of 
them to local authorities, that may be the answer: the 
same with hotels, getting rid of a lot of hotels. It is 
not to be assumed that because they have made a loss 
in the Commission’s hands for three years they are always 
going to do so. 

6319. What we have to do, just taking canals as an 
example, is to turn the deficit of £0.3m. into a profit 
of £4. 64m. before we can do what you seek to do. — 
That does not sound a very big job. It might be very 
difficult to do it but the figures are not big. If you have 
some activity here that inevitably must lose, and lose a 
lot of money, then clearly you could not apply this 
formula to it. 



6320. Is not that just exactly what the Commission 
have done, Mr. Hill? They have looked at the matter 
with those facts in mind and they have made appropriate 
allocations in the light of reality? — No. I cannot believe 
it; it does seem that what the Commission have said is: 
“ We will say £5^m. from London ; we know that on 
every mathematical test the answer is something less, but 
we will say £5im. and try and get it ”. And that seems 
the whole of the Commission’s attitude on central charges. 

6321. You are saying here at this Inquiry that £5. 5m. 
is just about right, and not far wrong? — That it has 
got now within the range. 

6322. And we are dealing with the present position? 
—If my figures work out at £5.1m., they work out at 
£5.1m. I do not mind that ; but there is no reason 
why it should be £5. 5m. over so long a time. Looking 
down these tables there is no real reason why ships 
activity, for example, should not pay its way, or the 
Inland Waterways should not pay its way ; any more 
than any other activity. There is nothing inherent in 
it that it should not pay its way. Some, of course, vastly 
more than pay their way, vastly more. 

632j. Let me just look at the other side for a moment. 
Assume you have an undertaking like a provincial bus 
undertaking, which is able to make large profits. — No. 

6324. Let us assume that for the moment, Mr. Hill. 
Would you take the view that such an undertaking ought, 
in no circumstances, to pay more than its arithmetical 
amount of Central Charges? — I would take the view if 
your assumption is right about that. I accept that. 
If you were enquiring into what is the income which 
should be aimed at, it should not have regard to the 
fact that that is a more profitable activity than another 
one. 

6325. As I understand it, you are sticking rigidly to this 
question of book values of the undertaking — you are say- 
ing irrespective of what they can earn that the book 
values which may include a lot of dead wood must be 
the measure of the target for Central charges?— But that 
is very much better in relation to splitting the interest than 
a pure guess. 



Re-examined by Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence. 



6326. While we have this table 122 in front of us, might 
I just ask one or two questions about it? The figures 
upon it appear to me, if I understand it, to be entirely 
factual, and not matters of opinion in any way. Is 
that right? — That is quite so, except that as I say, the 
principle on which it is based .is not of course accepted. 

6327. But the principle is contained in the definition at 
the head of the table, the statement showing for 1951 the 
allocation of interest and Central Charges on the basis 
of mean book value of fixed assets? — Yes. 

6328. ( President ): And all these figures are taken from 
the Account V-4 at page 40, and onwards in the 1951 
accounts? — That is correct. 

6329. All the figures in columns 2 and 3? — Yes. 

6330. (Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : And it arose, this table, 
out of the fact that in order to ascertain, as I understand 
it, what you thought was the proper share of interest and 
Central Charges that London should pay, you had recourse 
to the mean book values of fixed assets on British Rail- 
ways and on London Transport? — Yes. 

6331. If the purpose of this Inquiry is to see whether 
their London passengers have to produce about £5m. to 
£6m. before it can be said that they are paying their way, 
we have to find out, have we not, in one way or another, 
what share of Central Charges or interest in Central 
Charges London, as a unit, has to face? — Yes. 

6332. Have^you at any stage considered facing that on 
an estimate of the profit or otherwise which London as a 
whole might be capable of earning? — No, because that 
brings you to a complete circle. If you say London Trans- 
port services are unprofitable and therefore they are not to 
bear so much of Central Charges as profitable services, like 
the road services in the provinces, then of course you 
cannot get anywhere. 

6333. If any constituent activity has in fact a deficit 
against it, is there any reason, in your view, why it should 



not have an allocated share of Central Charges and in- 
terest?— No, no reason at all. It may well be that that 
undertaking will still, for other reasons, continue to be in 
the red, but there are other activities too, and one or two 
relatively minor ones here that will continue to make very 
large profits. But that is no reason why you should say 
that we will put a different charge in a notional revenue 
account for this purpose. 

6334. May I put the question in another way? Is there 
any reason in your view why any given activity should not 
be able to pay a share of the interest in Central Charges 
if that share is apportioned on the basis of the value of its 
fixed assets? No. I do take that view. There is no 
reason why that should not be the case, but I must say 
that it does not necessarily mean that each and every 
undertaking in each and every year is to pay its way. 

6335. That is a further and another question, is it not? 



6336. After all the discussion that there has been about 
this matter, do you see any other fair basis, at any rate 
as a start, for reaching the proper share that London 
should pay on its interest and Central Charges than to 
have regard to the value of fixed assets of the under- 
taking? — I can see no other method that is so nearly 
related to the matter which you are trying to tackle. 

6337. (President): Does that answer q/nly relate to 
London Transport? — Yes, I meant that. 



T A' 111 me case oi London Trans- 

port that you can work out a proportion from this fixed 
assets table. When you come to London, surely you have 
to apply a; hybrid method?— Yes, you have to go through 
British Railways ; that is quite so. 

6339. And when you are going through British Rail- 
ways, at one stage you divert on to comparative working 
expenses —As a means of doing something yes, I agree 
with that, but the figures become necessarily smaller of 
course. J ’ 



( President ): Yes. 
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6340. (Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence ) : And if either wholly or 
in part, or for the major part of your inquiry you have 
to have recourse to the fixed assets of London Transport, 
is there any other way of getting a figure to work on than 
the figure contained in the books, so to speak? — No, I 
think those figures mean something. 

6341. May I now go back and ask you a few questions 
on the topic which my learned friend Mr. Willis has dis- 
cussed with you. For the purpose of the convenience of 
the note I will take them in the order in which they have 
been raised where I have any questions to ask you. I 
must go back to the first matter on which Mr. Willis asked 
you questions, and that was your table CC/H 121. — Yes. 

6342. Which related to the evaluation of this £0.8m. 
difference for “ Y ” year estimates of receipts? — Yes. 

6343. First of all it is quite clear that there is a basic 
difference of approach between you and the Commission 
upon this matter, that their estimate is based on an experi- 
ence of three months only, whereas you preferred to have 
regard to 12 months? — I think that is the real difference 
between us, yes. 

6344. Bearing that difference in mind, as you describe 
it as the real difference, are the rest of the matters upon 
this table matters of figures given either in document or 
evidence, and mathematical calculations based upon them? 
— Yes, or shall I say “ and included in them ”? There is 
the same intention. I think that expansion should also be 
in as well as development. 

6345. It was put to you, you remember, that there was 
a restricted interpretation of augmentation and develop- 
ment, and that you should have realised that it related 
only to the additional number of vehicles put into circula- 
tion, and did not reflect in any way expansion of traffic 
or intensity of use? — Yes — vehicle miles. 

6346. “ Additional miles ” was I think the phrase. And 
you did say, in the course of your cross-examination, with 
reference to where the figures came from, that develop- 
ment includes expansion or might have been thought to 
include expansion, or some such phrase as that? — I 
thought it did, yes. 

6347. May I just remind you — would you be good 
enough to look at the Tenth Day, page 173 — of some 
answers of Mr. Valentine when he was being asked ques- 
tions by my learned friend Mr. MacLaren. Question 2600. 

( President ): Page 173? 

6348. (Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Yes, Question 2600 : 
“ In the light of your recent experience, do you expect the 
additional car miles to yield a growing revenue as they 
become established, when the new towns get established : 
(A.) I would hope so, yes., in due time ”, Question 2601 : 
“ How long do you think it will be before they are covering 
their working expenses — the additional miles I am speaking 
about? (A.) I do not know that they ever will, but I hope 
they will, and I hope they will do so soon. It depends 
entirely on the habits of travel developed in places now 
in the course of coming into existence, and a lot depends 
upon the rate of progress with housing. I could not 
forecast the rate of development, or indeed how remunera- 
tive those routes eventually may become. Some of them 
may develop very brisk traffic and be very paying routes 
in a few years’ time. Others may not ”. Question 2602 : 
“ You are quite unable to put any estimate on that? 
(A.) Quite unable, yes. The use of that figure to Is. 6d. 
per car mile is quite arbitrary. In the result we may find 
some routes earning much less than that and others starting 
off very much better, but in general our experience with 
new routes put on to meet housing development, and so 
on, is that they are a good deal below the general average 
earning level of the fleet as a whole when they are intro- 
duced, and for some time to come, with very varying 
intervals before they build up the traffic.” I do not know, 



but was that the sort of traffic you had in mind? — It was 
a general impression ; I had not distinguished at any point 
in my own mind between extra revenue derived from a 
new lot of miles, as it were, and extra revenue arising 
from a more full use of existing miles. The two seem 
to me to foe almost indistinguishable from the point of 
view of revenue. You can call one development and you 
can call one expansion, but it does not seem to make any 
difference at all in the long run. 

6349. But in any case on your lines 10 and 11, the figure 
of £0.8m. or £800,000, being the extra in “ Y ” year over 
“ X-A ” year is a figure taken from B.T.C. 402? — Yes. 

6350. Subject to the explanation which my learned 
friend read this morning? — So I understand. 

6351. I need not go over it again. The next figure 
of £0.280m. or £280,000, if I may refer you to the passage 
there which is given in your table. Sir, it is at page 265 
of the Thirteenth Day, I think, at question 4336. I was 
asking Mr. Valentine some .questions about it then, and 
I said : “ There is one other figure which I would like to 
ask you for. There was an adjustment then that you made 
on account of augmentation and development. What was 
the figure for that : (A) The value of the augmentation 
and development assumed in “ X ” year but not effected 
in 1952 was, for the full year, £280,000 ; ” — Yes. 

6352. Now you have -taken that figure from that answer, 
have you not, and put it into your total, which is an esti- 
mate of “ Y ” year receipts based on 1952 experience? — 

6353. If the interpretation of augmentation and develop- 
ment is the restricted one, and takes no account of addi- 
tional receipts, due to increased intensity of use, then what 
do you say about that figure for the value of -the augmen- 
tation and development? — It may be that we have a little 
bit more to add. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Or a little bit less. 

(The Witness ): I do not think there can be a little bit 
less, because if £280,000 is for a restricted mean, unless 
there is a fall-off in traffic, it is bound to be wrong. That 
fall-off would be a fall-off against the experience in 1952, 
and I do not think there is anything to suggest that there 
should be a fall-off against the experience of 1952. 

6354. Is this the position, Mr. Hill: The Commission 
cannot have it both ways. They say the use of -the figure 
of Is. 6d. per car mile is quite arbitrary? — Yes. 

6355. If that is a figure (as the answer of Mr. Valentine 
that I have read seem-s to suggest) that is taken to represent 
the ups and downs of the thing, if they put -these new 
routes into operation, then it is an inclusive figure of 
everything? — Yes, at this stage. 

6356. If it is not, and if it only relates to additional 
mileage, then -it may be that there is something to be 
added for expansion when and if it comes? — It may well 
be, because in any case you -get this increase on the country 
buses and coaches. That must be partly due to the same 
heavy use of services that have been put on, I mean 
heavier than when they were originally -put on. It is not 
due to extra bus miles that are -being run, but as I under- 
stand it, the miles estimated to be run leave nothing for 
movement in “Y ” year or over “ X ” year in respect of 
services which were started in “ X ” year or 1951 or 1952. 

6357. Do you see any reason to suppose that that figure 
of £0.280m. might, in no circumstances, be less than the 
figure given by Mr. Valentine as the value of the augmen- 
tation and development operation? — I can see no reason 
at all. 

6358. (Mr. Harold Willis) : This is as between “ X-A ” 
year and 1952? — Yes. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Certainly. That is all I want 
to ask you about that. 



( Adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10.30 o’clock .) 
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BRITISH TRANSPORT COMMISSION 



TABLE CC/H. 122 



Statement showing for 1951, allocation of Interest and Central Charges on basis of mean book values of 

Fixed Assets 



Activity 


Fixed Assets and Goodwill 
Net Book Values 


Percentage 


Proportion 

of 

Interest 


(1) 


31st 

December, 

1950 

(2) 


31st 

December, 

1951 

(3) 


Mean for 
Year 1951 

(4) 


of Total 
(5) 


and 

Central 

Charges 

(6) 


British Railways 

do. Collection and Delivery and other 

Road Services 

do. Lands and Buildings not in use for 

Transport purposes 

do. Generation and Distribution of 

Electric Current 


£m. 

1,130-5 

8-3 

31-1 

3-1 


£m. 

1,151-3 

8-6 

30-3 

3-4 


£m. 


Per cent. 


£m. 




1,173-0 


1,193-6 


1,183-3 


74-26 


33-45 


Road Haulage: 

British Road Services 


67-4 


72-7 


70-1 


4-40 


1-98 


Road Passenger Services: 

Provincial and Scottish 


66-5 


66-4 


66-4 


4-17 


1-88 


L.T.E. Passenger Services 

do. Lands and Buildings 

do. Generation and 

Distribution 


135-8 

3-0 

11-0 


139-2 

3-0 

11-0 










149-8 


153-2 


151-5 


9-51 


4-28 


Ships 


7-8 


8-7 


8-3 


0-52 


0-24 


Inland Waterways: 

Carrying Operations 

Other than carrying operations 


0-3 

23-5 


0-3 

21-5 










23-8 


21-8 


22-8 


1-43 


0-64 


Docks, Harbours and Wharves 


68-5 


70-4 


69-4 


4-35 


1-96 


Hotels and Catering 


9-2 


9-2 


9-2 


0-58 


0-26 


Non-controlled Undertakings 


10-0 


10-0 


10-0 


0-63 


0-28 


Subsidiary Companies 


2-5 


2-3 


2-4 


0-15 


0-07 








1,593-4 


100-00 


45-04 



Interest and Central Charges ( per CC/H. 113): 

Interest 

Central Administration 

Legal and Films 

Special Items 



£m. 

43-54 

100 

0-37 

0-13 



* V 
« ? 



\ J 



* * 
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Note 

The figure given in Q. 5498, namely, £32-4M. for British Railways was made on a calculation in which the amount of 
Assets Displacement Account (excluding £8M. previously earmarked to Inland Waterways) was deducted from total book 
value of assets of British Railways. 

Thus : „ 

£m. 



B.R.: 



Mean value as above 

Less Assets Displacement Account... 



1,183-3 

154-9 

1,028-4 



B.T.C. 

Mean value as above 

Less Assets Displacement Account. 



B.R. ratio 

72 per cent, of £45 -04m. 



1,593-4 

162-9 

1,430-5 

72 per cent. 
£32 -4m. 



CORRIGENDA 

Eleventh Day — Monday, 23rd March, 1953. 

Page 190, Question 2896, line 4— for “ lown ” read “ down ”. 

Page 190, Question 2908, line 17— for “ of” read “ at ”. 

Page 191, Question 2928, line 9— after “ by ” insert “ enjoying ”. 

Page 19 1, Question 2935, line 12— for “ high ” read “ higher ”. 

Page 195, Question 3035, line 4— for “ the ” read “ there ”. 

Page 195, Question 3047, line 9— for “ six out of nine ” read “ seven out of ten . 

Page 195, Question 3055, line i— for “ seasonal ” read “ season ticket 
Page 196, Question 3056, line 3 — for “ 127 ” read “ 125 ”. 

Page 196, Question 3056, line 4— for “ 120 ” read “ 118 ”. 

Page 196, Question 3056, line 6 — for “ 120 ” read “ 118 

Page 196, Question 3056, line 6— for “ 62 ” read “ 61 

Page 196, Question 3056, line 7— for “ 58 ” read “ 57 ”. 

Page 196, Question 3057, line 1— for “ 50 ” read “ 54 

Page 196, Question 3057, line 2— for “ 50 ” read “ 46 

Page 196, Question 3073, line 4— for “ the ” read “ a ”. 

Page 196, Question 3073, line 5— for “ base ” read “ basis ”. 

Page 197, Question 3081, line 2— for “ 6.27 ” read “ 5.29 ”. 

Page 197, Question 3090, line 1— for “ 16,000 ” read “ £16,000 ”. 

Page 197, Question 3090, line 2— delete “ passengers ”, 

Page 197, Question 3094, line 2— for “ You ” read “ We ”. 

Page 197, Question 3100, line 8— for “ 1,534 ” read “ 1,444 ”. 

Page 197, Question 3105, line 4— for “ 788 ” read “ 1,788 ”. 

Page 197, Question 3108, line 2— after “ 6,495 ” insert “ 6,005 ”. 

Page 197, Question 3111, line 2— for “ 6,000 ” read “ 6,005 ”. 

Page 198, Question 3115, line 8— for “ fare ” read “ revenue ”. 

Page 199, Question 3133, line 2— after “ answered ” insert a comma. 

Page 199, Question 3133, line 2— after “ answered ” insert “ that ”, 

Page 199, Question 3133, line 3 — delete comma after “ me ” and insert “ was . 

Page 199, Question 3133, line 10— insert “ the ” after “ that ”. 

Page 199, Question 3133, line 12— for “ are the ” read “ are of a ”. 

Page 199, Question 3133, lines 12 and 13— delete “ or that that area is even a common type . 
Page 200, Question 3149, line 2— insert “ but ” before “ I ”. 

Page 201, Question 3165, line 8— for “ goes to ” read “ goes from ”. 

Page 201, Question 3165, line 21— after “ into ” insert “ the ”. 

Page 201, Question 3166, line 1— for “ and ” read “ m ”. 

Page 201, Question 3168, line 14— after “ the ” insert “ normal 
Page 201, Question 3173, line 10— for “ scale ” read “ mile ”. 

Page 203, Question 3202, line 12— after “ Cannon Street ” insert “ Mansion House . 

Page 203, Question 3203, line 1— for “ stop was H ” read “ steps were - 2 - 
Page 203, Question 3203, line 4— for “ stop ” read “ step 
Page 203, Question 3215, line 3— for “ a ” read “ at ”. 

Page 205, Question 3262, line 3— for “ of ” read “ increase over ”. 

Page 205, Question 3285, line 3— for “ do ” read “ are ”. 

Page 207, Question 3320, line 1— for “ mind ” read “ mine ”. 

Page 208, Question 3356, line 8— delete second “ as ”. 

Page 210, Question 3414, line 1— after “ all ” insert “ you ”. ( „ 

Page 210, Question 3415, line 7— insert inverted commas after “ them,^. 

Page 210, Question 3416, line 5— for “ particularly ” read “ particular ’ . 

Twelfth Day— Tuesday, 24th March, 1953. 

Page 220, Question 3432, line 9— for “ vehicles ” read “ stock of vehicles ”. 

Page 220, Question 3436, line 4— for “ £9,983 ” read “ 9,983 ”. 

Page 220, Question 3436, line 4 — for “ £10,167 ” read 10,167 . 

Page 220, Question 3440, line 2— for “ £4,050 ” read “ £4,870 ”. ^ 

Page 220, Question 3443, line 19— for “ sometimes ” read “ somewhat . 

Page 220, Question 3449, line 4 — for “ 1020 ” read “ X — 21 ”. 

Page 220, Question 3450, line 1 — for “ 1020 ” read “ X — 21 ”. 

Page 220, Question 3453, line 1 — for “ 1020 ” read “ X — 21 ”. 

Page 221, Question 3462, line 2— for “ below ” read “ above 

Page 221, Question 3472, line 4 — word “ saving ” in inverted commas. 
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Twelfth Day, Tuesday, 24th March, 1953 — continued. 

Page 221, Question 3472, line 4 — after “ is ” insert “ still incurred 
Page 221, Question 3475, line 9 — for “ staff” read “ stock 
Page 223, Question 3515, line 1 — delete first “ it 
Page 223, Question 3530, line 5 — for “ but ” read “ or that 
Page 224, Question 3543, line 8 — for “ ask ” read “ asked 
Page 224, Question 3543, line 12 — insert “ total ” before “ unfilled 
Page 225, Question 3583, line 9 — for “ £96,000 ” read “ 96,000 
Page 226, Question 3586, line 8 — for “ staff” read “ stock ”. 

Page 227, column 1, line 17 — for “ as ” read “ and 

Page 227, column 1, line 31 — for “ scheme ” read “ schemes ”. 

Page 227, Question 3634, line 3 — for “ and ” read “ or ”. 

Page 227, Question 3634, line 4 — for “ or ” read “ and 
Page 228, Question 3658, line 8 — for “ 2d.” read “ 3d.”. 

Page 228, Question 3659, line 6 — for “ by ” read “ at ”. 

Page 229, Question 3675, line 2 — for “ as soon ” read “ assumed ”. 

Page 229, Question 3676, line 2 — for “ £10,210,238 ” read “ £10,310,238 
Page 229, Question 3676, line 3 — at end insert “ the effect of ”. 

Page 229, Question 3676, line 4 — for “ of ” read “ or ”. 

Page 229, Question 3676, line 4 — after “ fare ” insert “ traffic ”. 

Page 229, Question 3676, line 6 — after “ fare ” insert “ by passengers whose fares were increased ”. 

Page 229, Question 3677, line 1— for “ £10,210,238 ” read “ £10,310,238 ”. 

Page 229, Question 3679/80, line 8 — for “ a ” read “ the ”. 

Page 229, Question 3679/80, line 11 — for “ revision, disappears ” read “ reflects its disappearance ”. 

Page 229, Question 3682, line 9 — after “ as ” insert “ traffic at ”. 

Page 229, Question 3682, line 9 — for “ no ” read “ the ”. 

Page 229, Question 3682, line 10 — after “ is ” insert “ no ”. r 

Page 230, Question 3695, line 11 — before “ affected ” insert “ less ”. 

Page 230, Question 3696, line 2 — after “ mileage ” insert “ reductions ”, 

Page 230, column 2, line 3 — for “ on ” read “ of ”. 

Page 230, Question 3716, line 3 — for “ a ” read “ little ”. 

Page 230, Question 3716, line 5 — for “ and ” read “ in ”. 

Page 231, Question 3727, line 2 — for “ £245,000 ” read “ £238,000 ”. 

Page 231, Question 3739, line 2 — after second “ peak ” insert “ hours having ”, 

Page 231, Question 3739, line 3 — delete “ of”. 

Page 232, Question 3750, line 3 — for “ in ” read “ of ”. 

Page 232, Question 3750, line 3 — insert comma after journeys and delete “ It is ”. 

Page 232, Question 3750, line 4 — for “ the effect ” read “ due to a fact ”. 

Page 232, Question 3750, line 4 — after “ before — ” insert “ but ”. 

Page 232, Question 3750, line 5 — delete “ — ”. 

Page 232, Question 3750, line 6 — after “ mind ” insert “ — ”. 

Page 232, Question 3751, line 3 — for “ 2.48 ” read “ 2.44 ”. 

Page 232, Question 3751, line 3 — for “ It ” read “ That ”. 

Page 232, Question 3751, line 5 — after “ to ” insert “ Railway Executive ”, 

Page 232, Question 3755, line 2 — for “ 2.48 ” read “ 2.44 ”. 

Page 232, Question 3774, lines 8 and 9 — after “ unable ” amend to read “ (and we disclosed this quite clearly at the 

last hearing) ”. 

Page 232, Question 3774, line 14 — delete “ some ”. 

Page 232, Question 3774, line 14 — after “ of” insert “ the estimates ”. 

Page 232, Question 3774, line 14 — for “ varies ” read “ varied ”. 

Page 232, Question 3774, line 16 — for “ to your advantage ” read “ in error even ”. 

Page 232, Question 3774, line 17 — for “ are ” read “ were ”. 

Page 233, Question 3776, line 1 — after “ but ” insert “ you are ”. 

Page 233, Question 3776, line 2 — for “ with ” read “ but ”. 

Page 233, Question 3777, line 2 — for “ necessary ” read “ necessarily ”, 

Page 233, Question 3782, line 8 — for “ traffic ” read “ period ”. 

Page 233, Question 3782, line 8 — for second “ or ” read “ ar ”. 

Page 233, Question 3783, line 4 — for “ has ” read “ had ”, 

Page 233, Question 3787, line 11 — for “ been ” read “ done so ”. 

Page 233, Question 3787, line 13 — for “ duty ” read “ duties ”, 

Page 234, Question 3812, line 7 — for “ 1950 ” read “ 1952 ”. 

Page 234, Question 3812, line 17 — after “ consideration ” insert “ — certainly not ”. 

Page 235, Question 3828, line 3 — for “ is ” read “ was ”, 

Page 235, Question 3829, line 3 — for “ Princes Gate ” read “ Princess Alice ”. 

Page 235, Question 3830, line 5 — for “ in ” read “ on ”. . 

Page 235, Question 3834, last line — for “ two ” read “ four ”. 

Page 235, Question 3837, line 6 — for “ area where ” read “ area. Where ”. 

Page 235, Question 3837, line 7 — for “ traffic. We ” read “ traffic, we ”, 

Thirteenth Day — Wednesday, 25th March, 1953. * 

Page 250, Question 3962, line 2 — insert a comma after “ No ”, 

Page 251, Question 3984, line 4 — for “ envisaged with a slight ” read “ envisaged. With a slight ”, 

Page 251, Question 3984, line 6 — for “ November. We have ” read “ November, we have,”. 

Page 251, Question 3985, line 4 — for “ inconvenience ” read “ convenience ”, 

Page 251, Question 3989, line 9 — delete “ the ”. 

Page 251, Question 3989, line 10 — for “ period ” read “ periods ”. 

Page 251, Question 3989, line 11 — for “ corresponds ” read “ correspond ”. 

Page 252, Question 4007, line 12 — for “ an apparently ” read “ a comparatively ”. 

Page 253, Question 4019, line 6 — for “ to vary them with ” read “ we vary them if”. 

Page 253, Question 4019, line 7 — for “ required — to ” read “ require — we ”. 

Page 253, Question 4019, line 8 — for “ demands. It is ” read “ demands or if it is ”. 

Page 254, Question 4052, line 18 — for “ beeng ” read “ been ”. 

Page 255, Question 4065, line 2 — for “ 12-33 per cent.” read “ 13-33 per cent.”. 

Page 256, Question 4079, last line — for “ 506 ” read “ 505 ”. 

Page 256, Question 4098, line 5 — for “ 24m.” read “ 23m.”. 

Page 257, Question 4113, last line — insert “ — ” after “ Services ”, 
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Thirteenth Day, Wednesday, 25th March, 1953— continued. 

Page 257, Question 4114, line 3 — for “ ‘calculated on the forward journey out ” read “ collected on the forward journey. 

Page 257, Question 4114, line 4 — for “ calculated ” read “ collected 
Page 259, Question 4189, line 4— for “ Is. 6d. ” read “ 5s. 6d.”. 

Page 260, Question 4205, line 5 — for “ is ” read “ its ”. 

Page 260, Question 4206, line 5 — for “ 5d.” read “ 4d.”. 

Page 260, Question 4206, line 7 — for “ 50 ” read “ 20 ”. 

Page 260, Question 4212, line 25— for “ by ” read “ be ”. 

Page 261, Question 4215, line 4— for “ intermittently ” read “ intermediately”. 

Page 261, Question 4223, line 4 — for “ of ” read “ the ”. 

Page 261, Question 4230, line 5 — for “ to ” read “ with ”. 

Page 261, Question 4230, -line 6 — for “ to ” read “ with ”. 

Page 262, Question 4257, line 5 — for “ of ” read “ or ”. 

Page 263, Question 4284, line 7— for “ introduce ” read “ induce ”. 

Page 264, Question 4295, line 5— for “ 1 -8m.” read “ £0-8m.”. 

Page 264, Question 4299, line 4 — for “ provisional ” read “ pre-revision ”. 

Page 264, Question 4302, line 3 — for “ crossing them off” read “ grossing them up ”. 

Page 264, Question 4305, line 2 — for “ provisional ” read “ pre-revision ”, 

Page 264, Question 4309, line 2 — for “ in ” read “ of ”. 

Page 264, Question 4315, line 9— after “ case ” insert “ but one ”. 

Page 264, Question 4316, line 3— for “ date ” read “ dates ”, 

Page 265, Question 4317, line 2— for “ Further,” read “ However,”. 

Page 265, Question 4334, line 4 — insert a comma after “ account ”. 

Page 265, Question 4335, line 4— for “ £48,730 ” read “ £48,730,000 ”. 

Page 265, Question 4336, line 19— for “ net ” read “ own ”. 

Page 266, Question 4346, line 2— for “ is only rounded to the nearest £100,000. Our ” read “ is (only rounded to the 
nearest £100,000) our ”. 

Page 266, Question 4346, line 3 — delete “ was ”. 

Page 266, Question 4357, line 7— for “ included all the demands ” read “ quantified all the elements ” 

Page 266, Question 4359, Une 7— for “ In ” read “ On ”. 

Page 267, Question 4377, line 1— for “ Any ” read “ And ”. 

Page 268, Question 4392, line 1 — insert a comma and a dash after “ wrong ” 

Page 269, Question 4415, line 6— insert “ ordinary ” after “ total ”. 

Fourteenth Day— Thursday, 26th March, 1953. 

Page 275, Question 4453, line 3— for “ 6th ” read “ 5th ”. 

Page 276, Question 4475, line 4— for “ double ” read “ return ”. 

Page 277, Question 4486, line 4— for “ total ” read “ detail ”. 

Page 277, Question 4491, paragraph 3, line 9 — for “ used ” read “ use ”. 

S age III’ Question 4491 > paragraph 3, last line— for “ numbered schedules ” read “ numbers scheduled ” 

Page 277 Question 4492, fine 2— for “ end of their ” read “ engineers ”. 

Page 277 Question 4493, line 4 — for “ in ” read “ at ”, 

Page 277 Question 4494, line 5 — for “ stored ” read “ spare ”. 

Page 277 Question 4495, line 18— for “ the reduction ” read “ a reduction ”. 

£ age Q ues ti° n 4498, line 2 — after “ reduction ” insert “ in engineer’s maintenance requirements ”, 

Page 277 Question 4498, line 3 — after “ better ” insert “ mechanical condition and ”. 

Page 277 Question 4498, line 8 — for “ items ” read “ units ”, 

Page 278 Question 4499, line 19— for “ put ” read “ built up 

Page 278 Question 4500, paragraph 1, line 4— for “ 1953 ” read “ 1952 ”. 

Page 278, Question 4500, paragraph 2, line 9— for “ and they are ” read “ which is ” 

Page 278, Question 4500, paragraph 2, line 12— for “ and ” read “ of”. 

Page 278, Question 4500, paragraph 3, line 1 — for “ detailed ” read “ different ”, 

Page 278, Question 4500, paragraph 3, line 12— for “ recovery from ” read “ the effects of ”. 

Page 278, Question 4500, paragraph 5, line 13 — for “ but ” read “ being ”, 

Page 278, Question 4503, paragraph 1, line 3— for “ what ” read “ that ”. 

Page 278, Question 4503, paragraph 2, line 11— for “ for ” read “ of”. 

Page 278, Question 4503, paragraph 2, line 15— for “ has ” read “ have ”. 

Page 278, Question 4504, lines 5 and 6 — for “ to some extent ” read “ by accident ” 

Page 278, Question 4504, line 7 — for “ with ” read “ in ”, 

Page 278, Question 4504, line 9 — after “ scale ” insert “ as is ”, 
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